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THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
Abstract 
The Relationship between Teacher Training, Perceptions of School Violence, and Burnout 
by 
Kristi L. Geissler 
Advisor: Emilia C. Lopez, Ph.D. 
 The present study seeks to contribute to the limited body of literature addressing teachers 
and school violence (SV).  The development of SV is analyzed through an ecological perspective 
(i.e., Bronfenbrenner, 1979), that allows consideration of how SV is influenced by individual, 
classroom, school, and community factors.  Literature suggests that few teachers report feeling 
prepared to respond to instances of violence prior to entering the field (Kandakai & King, 2002) 
and that it is not clear if teachers are receiving adequate training to equip them with strategies 
and coping skills for dealing with SV (Espelage et al., 2013; Sela-Shayovitz, 2009).  The purpose 
of this study is to fill the gaps in the existing research by exploring training experiences related 
to SV that teachers have received, and how having such training influences teachers’ perceptions 
of SV and their level of burnout.  One hypothesis was that teachers who have received more 
training feel more confident (i.e., have higher self-efficacy) in appropriately responding to SV 
when faced with such situations.  Another hypothesis stated that having training to prepare for 
SV assists teachers in coping with negative effects related to SV, and reduces teachers’ perceived 
risk of victimization and levels of burnout.  Since many factors influence SV under an ecological 
perspective, the current study also investigates how ecological variables may influence the 
relationship between teacher training and perceptions of SV, and burnout.  These ecological 
variables include exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experiences of teacher 
v 
 
 
  
v
 
 
victimization, attrition related to SV, school climate, teacher role expectations, perceptions of 
cultural similarities or differences from students, and the impact of such cultural differences.  
The current study used a mixed methods research design (i.e., Creswell, 2009) to answer both 
exploratory and confirmatory research questions.  The final sample size for the study was 281 
teachers from across the United States.  Participants were recruited through teacher associations, 
teacher networking groups, graduate programs in education, and snowballing methods using 
email or internet postings via distribution lists and social media pages.  Participants completed an 
online questionnaire developed for this study, the Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) 
survey, and a published measure of burnout, the Maslach Burnout Inventory- Educators Survey 
(MBI-ES; Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986).  Descriptive statistics, content analysis, 
correlations, and hierarchical multiple regression were used to analyze the data.  Participants 
reported varying amounts of training related to SV received, with more training received through 
employer professional development compared to pre-service, self-sought, or mandatory 
certification training.  About half of the teachers in the sample reported they had received 
training that helped them to feel more confident in responding to SV, feel safer and less at risk of 
victimization, or to manage work-related stress; and the majority reported that they felt having 
additional training would assist in these areas.  The majority of participants reported their 
training had not prepared them to deal with their most stressful SV experience.  Additional 
findings related to participants’ perceptions of their training experiences and SV are discussed.  
The results of the regression analyses indicated that training predicted higher self-efficacy, 
perceived risk of victimization, and levels of the personal accomplishment dimension of burnout 
above and beyond the ecological factors included in the models; while no relationship was found 
between training and the emotional exhaustion and depersonalization components of burnout.  
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Relationships found between the ecological factors included in the models with the dependent 
variables are discussed.         
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The occurrence of violence in American schools is a topic of national concern (D.C. 
Smith & Sandhu, 2004).  Youth-perpetrated violence is recognized as a serious public health 
issue (Dodge, 2008; Harvard School of Public Health, 1998).  A substantial amount of literature 
addressing different aspects of school violence (SV) currently exists (e.g., Jimerson & Furlong, 
2006).     
Although SV has received much attention over recent years, a very limited proportion of 
the existing research addresses teachers and SV (American Psychological Association (APA), 
2010; Espelage et al., 2013; Galand, Lecocq, & Philippot, 2007; S.D. McMahon et al., 2011; 
Roberts, Wilcox, May, & Clayton, 2007; Wilson, Douglas, & Lyon, 2011).  Acts of violence 
occurring in schools influence all members of the school community.  Teachers are important 
members of this community and are central to fostering the mission of education.  For this 
reason, understanding the response of teachers to SV is very important.   
This dissertation seeks to contribute to the limited body of literature addressing teachers 
and SV.  SV is conceptualized as a broad phenomenon, encompassing a wide range of behaviors 
and individuals involved (i.e., Henry, 2009).  The development of SV is analyzed through an 
ecological perspective that allows consideration of how SV is influenced by individual, 
classroom, school, and community factors (i.e., Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  The argument is made 
that various risk and protective factors across different system levels interact reciprocally to 
create a cycle of SV.  Examples of such factors include school climate and cultural sensitivity 
(Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; Soriano, Soriano, & Jimenez, 1994).  Teachers play an important 
role in the cycle of SV through influencing such risk and protective factors.     
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The extant research on teachers and SV suggests that teachers are frequently faced with 
issues concerning SV.  The American Psychological Association (APA) formed a Classroom 
Violence Directed Against Teachers Task Force and proposed a national research agenda to 
better understand teacher experiences with SV and teacher victimization (APA, 2010).  Research 
indicates that rates of teacher experiences with SV and victimization are higher than previously 
thought, with as many as 50% to 80% of teachers in some samples reporting victimization at 
least once in their careers (S.D. McMahon et al., 2011; Reddy et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2011).  
Therefore, it appears that the issue of SV impacts a great proportion of the teacher population. 
Although research addressing how teachers are affected by SV is scant, some negative 
teacher outcomes related to exposure to SV and teacher victimization are documented.  
Literature supports that teachers who are exposed to violence are at increased risk for developing 
negative emotional affect, such as feelings of guilt, failure, underappreciation, anxiety, 
depression, and somatic symptoms (Galand et al., 2007; Mallet & Paty, 1999).  Negative 
emotional affect resulting from work-related stress is represented by the construct of burnout, 
which consists of symptoms of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and decreased personal 
accomplishment (Boles, Dean, Ricks, Short, & Wang, 2000).  A small number of studies indicate 
that teachers’ experiences with SV can result in teacher burnout (e.g., Buck, 2006; Hastings & 
Baum, 2003).  In addition, teacher perceived risk of victimization results in negative affect 
consistent with actual teacher victimization (Galand et al., 2007).  More research is needed to 
confirm these findings of negative outcomes associated with SV for teachers. 
Teacher exposure to violence and teacher burnout also increases the risk of teacher 
attrition from schools and the profession (Galand et al., 2007; Pas, Bradshaw, Hershfeldt, & 
Leaf, 2010; D.L. Smith & Smith, 2006).  Research shows that teacher attrition has negative 
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effects on student engagement and academic performance, as well as school climate and school 
organization (APA, 2010; Shernoff, Marinez-Lora, Frazier, Jakobsons, Atkins, & Bonner, 2011).  
Poor student engagement and academic performance, and a negative school climate are 
identified as risk factors for increasing SV (Benbenishty & Astor, 2005, Rodney, Johnson, & 
Srivastava, 2005; Gilligan, 1996).  Therefore, the negative effects of SV for teachers can 
perpetuate further SV when viewed through an ecological systems perspective.       
Despite the fact that many teachers face the challenges of SV during their careers, few 
teachers report feeling prepared to respond to instances of violence in the workplace prior to 
entering the field (Kandakai & King, 2002).  It is not clear if teachers are receiving adequate 
training to equip them with strategies and coping skills for dealing with SV (APA, 2010; Sela-
Shayovitz, 2009).  Research indicates that training on strategies for responding to SV in 
experimental situations has led to increased teacher self-efficacy in handling violent events 
(Sela-Shayovitz, 2009).  Literature suggests that having training or specialization in certain areas 
may shape teachers’ role expectations regarding working with students who present with 
challenging or violent behaviors, and thereby reduce the associated potential negative emotional 
consequences in dealing with such behaviors (e.g. Morgan & Reinhart, 1985).  Hence, training 
may assist in shaping teacher perceptions in their confidence and role in responding to instances 
of SV.  However, it is unclear if teachers are receiving related training.  Research is needed to 
determine if teachers are receiving training related to SV and if such training serves to better 
prepare them for SV.   
 This study seeks to fill the gaps in the research on teachers and SV by exploring the 
amount and type of training related to SV that teachers are receiving.  The hypothesis is that 
teachers who have received more training feel more confident (i.e., have higher self-efficacy) in 
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appropriately responding to SV when faced with such situations.  Another hypothesis states that 
having training to prepare for SV assists teachers in coping with negative affect related to SV 
which reduces teachers’ perceived risk of victimization, as well as levels of burnout.   
Further, since many factors influence SV under an ecological perspective, it is important 
to investigate how such experiences may influence the relationship between teacher training and 
teacher outcomes to include self-efficacy in responding to SV, perceptions of risk of SV, and 
burnout.  Therefore, the role of ecological variables including exposure to SV, exposure to 
teacher victimization, experiences of teacher victimization, attrition related to SV, school 
climate, teacher role expectations, perceptions of cultural similarities or differences from 
students, and the impact of such cultural differences will be investigated. 
This study will seek to answer exploratory and confirmatory quantitative research 
questions in an effort to make a contribution to the limited research on teachers and SV.  The 
exploratory questions are as follows: (a) How much training have teachers in the sample received 
on topics relevant to SV?; (b) What type of training did they receive (i.e., pre-service training, 
employer professional development, self-sought training, and/or mandatory certification 
course)?; (c) Have teachers received any training on topics related to SV that they feel has helped 
them to feel more confident in responding to SV, influenced their feelings of safety and potential 
risk of victimization in the workplace, and/or helped them to manage work-related stress?; (d) If 
teachers have received such training, what aspects of this training was most helpful to them (i.e., 
specific content, length of training, quality/experience of the trainer, point of career in which the 
training was received, relevancy of the training to real life scenarios in their schools, opportunity 
to practice skills during training, etc.)?; (e) What experiences of SV were the most stressful for 
teachers during their careers, and how do they feel that training did or could have helped them to 
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deal with the event?; and (f) What factors or variables do teachers perceive as most contributing 
to school violence?.    
The major confirmatory research questions for the current research study are as follows: 
(a) What is the relationship between training and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in responding 
to SV?; (b) What is the relationship between training and teachers’ perceived risk of being a 
victim of SV?; and (c) What is the relationship between training and teachers’ level of burnout?.  
The hypotheses for these research questions are as follows: (1) Teachers with more training in 
areas related to SV will have higher levels of self-efficacy in responding to SV; (2) Teachers 
with more training in areas related to SV will have lower perceived risk of victimization; and (3) 
Teachers with more training in areas related to SV will have lower rates of burnout, as measured 
by the three dimensions of burnout, teachers with more training will have (a) lower levels of 
emotional exhaustion, (b) lower levels of depersonalization, and (c) higher levels of personal 
accomplishment.  For each hypothesis the following ecological factors will be considered to 
address the complicated nature of SV occurring within an ecological context: (a) exposure to SV, 
(b) exposure to teacher victimization, (c) experienced teacher victimization, (d) attrition related 
to SV, (e) school climate, (f) teacher role expectations, (g) cultural differences, and (h) impact of 
cultural differences.   
Participants for this research study were solicited by email and internet postings on 
teacher association distribution lists and social media pages.  The final sample included 281 
teachers.  Participants were asked to complete an online questionnaire developed for this study, 
the Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) survey (Geissler & Lopez, 2011); and a published 
measure of burnout, the Maslach Burnout Inventory- Educators Survey (MBI-ES; Maslach, 
Jackson, & Schwab, 1986).  The TEV measures demographic variables, teacher perceptions of 
6 
 
 
 
  
6
 
 
SV (self-efficacy and risk); teacher experiences of exposure to SV, teacher victimization, and 
attrition; training received in areas related to SV; school climate; teacher role expectations; and 
perceptions of cultural similarity/dissimilarity from students and the impact of such differences.  
The survey also contained open-ended items to answer the additional exploratory research 
questions regarding teacher training experiences described.  The MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) 
measures burnout across the three dimensions of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and 
personal accomplishment.  Descriptive statistics, correlations, and content analysis of textual 
data coding were used to analyze the data in order to answer the exploratory research questions.  
Multiple regression analyses were used to answer the confirmatory quantitative research 
questions for this study.  This study is the first to explore non-experimental teacher training in 
SV, and the effects of such training on teacher outcomes in a national sample of teachers in the 
United States.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
The purpose of this investigation is to explore the influence of previous training on 
teachers’ perceptions of school violence (SV) and their level of burnout.  The primary rationale 
for this study is that there is very limited research investigating teacher outcomes related to SV.  
Research investigating teachers’ training to respond to SV and how such training may influence 
teacher outcomes is even scarcer.     
The chapter begins with a discussion of SV.  A comprehensive review of the literature on 
SV is provided as a background for the investigation.  Definitions and statistics regarding rates of 
SV in schools are discussed.  A brief overview of current laws related to SV is provided.  The 
development and occurrence of SV in schools is presented using Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) 
ecological theory.   
The subsequent sections directly focus on teachers and SV, including the impact that 
exposure to SV and victimization has on teachers.  The scant literature on teacher outcomes 
related to SV, specifically teacher perceptions of SV and teacher burnout as a result of SV, is 
then reviewed.  Last, the current state of the research on SV teacher training is discussed and is 
directly linked to the rationale for this investigation.   
What is School Violence? 
Basic definition and scope of the problem.  The most generic definition of SV refers to 
acts of violence witnessed or experienced within the school setting.  Media coverage of extreme 
acts of violence, such as the school shootings at Columbine, have created the perception that 
violence is on the rise and emerging in suburban America (Astor, Meyer, Benbenishty, Marachi, 
& Rosemond, 2005).  Discussions of school safety and security were once again brought to the 
forefront as the United States recently grieved the devastating loss of young children and school 
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staff members from Sandy Hook Elementary School in December of 2012.  However, such tragic 
and extreme acts of violence are actually rare occurrences (D.C. Smith & Sandhu, 2004) and 
have been noted by Stoudt (2006) as “the most visible and infrequent end of a continuum” (p. 
274).   
Although extreme acts of SV are of the rarest form, it appears that the sensationalism of 
these events have brought the topic of SV to a heightened level of public interest.  It is well 
documented that children living in urban areas, who are more likely to be from families of low 
socio-economic status (SES) and from ethnic minority backgrounds, have an increased risk of 
exposure to violence in general (Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; Frey, Ruchkin, Martin, & Schwab-
Stone, 2009; Guerra & Williams, 2006; Zenere, 2009).  Issues of student exposure to violence in 
schools and surrounding communities were previously thought of as primarily an urban problem 
(Bradshaw, Rodgers, Ghandour, & Garbarino, 2009).  However, media attention to the events of 
extreme acts of SV that have occurred over recent decades has sparked public awareness and 
national concern regarding issues related to school safety among suburban populations (Christie, 
2005; Dupper & Meyer-Adams, 2002).  As a result, SV has become a topic of national concern 
and youth involvement in violence has become recognized as a serious public health issue 
(Dodge, 2008; Harvard School of Public Health, 1998; Rodney et al., 2005; Skiba, Rausch, & 
Ritter, 2004; D.C. Smith & Sandhu, 2004).  
Despite the increase in national attention to the issue of SV following the 1999 
Columbine tragedy, research suggests that the actual rates of SV had decreased in the years 
preceding this event (Astor et al., 2005).  A 2005 report issued by the National Center for 
Education Statistics regarding violence in schools indicated that the overall rate of victimization 
of students at school had decreased over the preceding decade for both fatal and non-fatal violent 
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victimizations (48 violent victimizations per 1,000 students in 1992 compared to 28 violent 
victimizations per 1,000 in 2003; DeVoe, Peter, Noonan, Snyder, & Baum, 2005).  A more 
recent version of this report shows that rates of violent victimizations in schools have remained 
relatively stable since 2003, with 25 violent victimizations per 1,000 students reported in the 
2009-2010 school year (Neiman, 2011).  Statistics show that the risk of a student becoming 
victim of a violent crime is actually greater away from school than in school and that schools in 
general can be considered safe places for students (Jimerson, Morrison, Pletcher, & Furlong, 
2006; Robers, Zhang, & Truman, 2010).   
Although these statistics show a decrease in the rate of violent acts occurring in schools 
over the past twenty or so years, they also confirm that instances of violence that are likely to 
have devastating effects for those involved do take place in schools.  For example, there were 
629,800 victims of violent crimes occurring on school grounds among students ages 12 to 18 
reported nationally in 2009, while there were 359,000 in 2010, 597,500 in 2011, and 749,200 in 
2012 (Robers et al., 2010, 2012; Robers, Kemp, Rathbun, & Morgan, 2014; Robers, Kemp, & 
Truman, 2013).  The rates of school-associated violent deaths remained relatively stable over 
recent years with 38 reported during the 2008-2009 school year, 33 in 2009-2010, and 31 in 
2010-2011 (Robers et al., 2010, 2012, 2013).  Twenty-three percent of public schools reported 
that bullying occurred among students at least weekly during the 2009-2010 school year, while 
18% of students reported the presence of gangs at their school in 2011 (Robers et al., 2013).   
Although we now know that SV is not strictly an urban problem, greater rates of violent 
crime occur in city schools.  For example, during the 2007-2008 school year city schools 
reported violent incidents occurring at a rate of 35.8 and serious violent incidents occurring at a 
rate of 1.9 per 1,000 students; suburban schools reported rates of 22.8 violent incidents and 0.9 
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serious violent incidents per 1,000 students (Robers et al., 2010).  Students ages 12-18 in urban 
and suburban areas reported higher rates of violent victimization at school compared to students 
in rural areas in 2012 (Robers et al., 2014).  Based on these rates, it appears that although the 
national attention to the problem of SV may be perpetuated by misconceptions of an epidemic of 
violence in schools influenced by the media, the fact that there is a growing awareness of the 
presence of violence in schools and the need for solutions to such existing violence is 
nevertheless a beneficial element in understanding the causes of and solutions for this issue.   
A comprehensive definition of school violence.  As noted above, part of the complexity 
of conceptualizing SV is that it can be defined along a continuum of many behaviors varying in 
terms of types of violent behaviors and severity of the outcomes.  The statistics cited above 
regarding rates of occurrences of SV refer to acts or behaviors meeting categorical definitions of 
violent crimes.  For example, the National Center for Education Statistics defines school-
associated violent deaths as the death of student, staff member, or other person considered “a 
homicide, suicide, or legal intervention (involving a law enforcement officer), in which the fatal 
injury occurred on the campus of a functioning elementary or secondary school in the United 
States,” while violent crimes include “serious violent incidents and simple assault,” and serious 
violent crimes include “rape, sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault” (Robers et al., 
2010, p. iii).   
Although such definitions help to categorize acts of SV, they provide narrow frameworks 
that do not capture all acts of SV and limit our understanding of SV.  The Columbine tragedy 
and the circumstances surrounding it led researchers towards conceptualizing SV as a 
multilayered phenomenon, as opposed to focusing solely on violent acts perpetrated by 
offenders.  Analyzing the problem through a wider lens has led to more comprehensive  
11 
 
 
 
  
1
1
 
 
 
definitions of SV.  An example of such a comprehensive definition of SV is provided by Henry 
(2009): 
…any acts, relationships, or processes that use power over others, exercised by whatever 
means, such as structural, social, physical, emotional, or psychological, in a school or 
school-related setting or through the organization of schooling and that harm another 
person or group of people by reducing them from what they are or by limiting them from 
becoming what they might become for any period of time. (p. 1253). 
A definition such as the one proposed by Henry (2009) extends the concept of SV beyond 
student perpetrated acts of violence to a broad and confusing conceptualization of SV that 
obscures our understanding of what behaviors, processes, and occurrences fall on the SV 
continuum.  To assist in understanding what SV actually looks like, particularly the less visible 
acts that are not readily identified as SV, SV will be further defined through a discussion of: (a) 
who are the perpetrators and victims of SV, (b) what ranges of severity of victimization or harm 
exist for victims of SV, and (c) what behaviors are considered SV along a continuum of types 
and severity of behaviors.  
Perpetrators and victims of school violence.  Henry (2000) identifies five types of SV 
based on the level of social stature of the perpetrator of violence (See Table 1 for a summary and 
examples):  (a) Level 1 refers to violence perpetrated by a student or students on other student(s), 
teacher(s), or the school; (b) Level 2 refers to violence perpetrated by a teacher or an 
administrator on student(s) or parent(s), an administrator on a teacher, or a parent on a teacher or 
administrator; (c) Level 3 is violence perpetrated by a school board, school district, community, 
or through local political decisions on a school or a parent; (d) Level 4 includes the effects of 
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state and national policies regarding issues such as education, juvenile justice, and guns and 
drugs, as well as the influences of media, popular culture, and corporate exploitation, on schools, 
student(s), and administrators; and, (e) Level 5 refers to harmful social processes and practices 
that appear to be a natural order or social reality based upon patterns of interactions developed 
over time occurring on Levels 1 through 4.  Henry also points out that there are distinctions 
within each of these levels, with acts of SV in the same level varying in terms of motivations and 
responses to existing conditions that generate violence.  For example, in Level 1 a student might 
plan and perpetrate violence against a teacher for material gain, while another student might 
perpetrate violence against a teacher as an impulsive reaction to anger.  The range of motivations 
both within and between levels points to the complexity of the issue of SV and the breadth of 
instances that may fall along the referred to continuum of behaviors considered to be SV.    
Table 1 
Summary of Henry’s (2000) Levels of Perpetrators and Examples  
Level Perpetrator(s) to Victim(s) Example 
1 Student(s) to student(s), teacher(s), or school A student physically assaults 
another student 
2 Teacher to student(s), or parent(s); 
administrator to student(s), or parent(s); 
administrator to teacher; 
parent to teacher, or administrator 
A parent verbally threatens a 
teacher 
  (continued) 
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Level Perpetrator(s) to Victim(s) Example 
3 School board, school district, community, 
local political decisions to a school or parent 
A school board decides to 
cut a security guard from a 
school to allocate the funds 
elsewhere 
4 Effects of state and national policies 
regarding issues such as education, juvenile 
justice, and guns and drugs, as well as 
influences of media, popular culture, and 
corporate exploitation on schools, student(s), 
and administrators 
A student accidentally 
brings a nail clipper to 
school and is expelled under 
the district’s interpretation 
of the State’s zero tolerance 
policy 
5 Harmful social processes and practices that 
appear to be a natural order or social reality 
based upon patterns of interactions developed 
over time occurring on Levels 1 through 4 
Teachers fail to report 
disciplinary incidents due to 
a history of administrators 
ignoring to follow-up on 
incidents 
Note. Levels adapted from Henry (2000).  Examples provided by author of this dissertation. 
Henry (2000) notes that discussions in regard to SV are most often limited to violence 
occurring at Level 1 and sometimes Level 4, but that SV occurring at Levels 2, 3, and 5 is rarely, 
if ever, addressed.  Henry argues that the lack of consideration of such levels of violence 
represents a gap in understanding the totality of the issue, particularly since these levels are 
interrelated.  The broader definition and conceptualization of SV, including all five Levels and 
their interrelationship, must be considered in order to fully understand how SV develops 
14 
 
 
 
  
1
4
 
 
(Henry).  Under this broad conceptualization of SV, students are not the only perpetrators and 
victims of SV, but teachers, schools, parents, and communities are, as well.  Viewing SV through 
this framework suggests that when considering causes and solutions to SV, the roles of many 
individuals, groups, and systems, as well as the processes that occur within and between each, 
must be considered.  This dissertation will contribute to the SV literature by primarily focusing 
on Henry’s first two levels in the context of SV experienced by teachers (i.e., student perpetrated 
acts against students, teachers, or school; and co-worker, administrator, and/or parent perpetrated 
acts against teachers).   
Severity of injury or harm.  This section will present two conceptualizations of severity 
of injury related to SV, one by Henry (2009) and the other by Benbenishty and Astor (2005).  
Henry (2009) identifies various forms of harm that could result in a reduction of a person’s social 
standing as emphasized in his comprehensive definition of SV cited above.  These forms of loss 
include: 
… (a) physical, resulting in bodily pain, suffering, or death; (b) material, such loss of 
property or money; (c) psychological, from threats, fear, manipulation, producing 
depression, or loss of self-esteem; (d) social and symbolic, reducing one’s sense of social 
identity, status, or dignity; or (e) moral or ethical, undermining one’s concern for others 
or for accepted standards. (p. 1252). 
Henry also identifies “harms of oppression,” (p. 1252) noting that harm along these same 
dimensions can block individuals or groups of people from opportunities open to others, which 
not only reduces their social standing, but further prevents achievement and growth.  These 
different forms of harm can occur to victims at all five Levels of Henry’s (2000) definition of SV 
discussed in the preceding section. 
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  Benbenishty and Astor (2005) found that victimization could be organized into severe 
physical victimization and threats, mild/moderate physical victimization and threats, and verbal 
victimization categories.  Their research was based on students’, administrators’, and teachers’ 
responses to surveys asking about victimization experiences.  The researchers found that two 
clusters emerged when looking at physical victimization and threats: (a) victimizations that 
resulted in mild/moderate harm and occurred more frequently, and (b) victimizations that 
resulted in severe injury and occurred less frequently.  The investigators distinguished 
mild/moderate harm from severe harm by the level of “potential damage to the victim” (p. 145).  
Example of acts considered to produce mild/moderate harm included being pushed, threatened, 
and bullied, while examples of acts considered producing severe harm included being cut with a 
knife or requiring medical attention due to being physically injured in a fight (Benbenishty & 
Astor).  Further, verbal victimization, such as being cursed at or humiliated without being 
threatened, resulted in distinct patterns related to the victims’ ages, gender and culture, 
separating this form of victimization from physical victimization and threats.  For example, 
Benbenishty and Astor found that verbal victimization was distinct from the other forms in that it 
was more common among students of higher SES compared to the physical forms of 
victimization, which were more common among students of low SES.   
As previously stated, Benbenishty and Astor’s (2005) conceptualization of victimization 
is based on the potential for harm that the victim could have experienced due to the severity of 
the act of violence (i.e., a victim is more likely to be seriously injured from being stabbed with a 
knife then being lightly pushed).  Henry’s (2009) categories of harm refer to the harm actually 
experienced by the victim from the act (i.e., a victim was lightly pushed but suffered 
psychological anxiety from the event).  Therefore, Benbenishty and Astor’s dimensions are 
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completely different from those offered by Henry, but the two do not contradict one another and 
could both be useful to analyze severity of injury.  Due to the fact that Benbenishty and Astor’s 
identification of severity of victimization is based on the potential harm from the act itself, their 
categorization of injury can be useful in considering and distinguishing different types of violent 
behaviors.  The data gathered in this dissertation will make unique contributions to the literature 
by providing information about teachers’ observations and experiences of SV ranging from mild 
to severe acts. 
Types of violent behaviors.  Distinctions between types of SV can also be made by the 
kind of act perpetrated.  Much of the research differentiating forms of SV focuses on student 
perpetrated acts.  Differentiation of types of aggressive acts is important as causes and 
interventions are likely to vary by the type of aggression.  Aggressive acts perpetrated by 
individuals or groups of individuals can include bullying, reactive aggression, proactive 
aggression, physical aggression, verbal aggression, relational aggression, cyberbullying, 
workplace violence, and forms of discrimination.  This list is not exhaustive of all possible forms 
of violence and each type of aggressive act is not necessarily mutually exclusive.  These 
categories and the relationship between each are discussed below.  
Since the peak in attention to issues of SV following events like Columbine, greater 
attention has been given to the issue of bullying in schools (Cornell, Sheras, & Cole, 2006).  
While bullying encompasses multiple forms of aggression, not all acts of aggression are 
necessarily bullying.  Bullying is defined as an act of aggression, involving an unprovoked abuse 
of power by the perpetrator over the victim, with intent on part of the perpetrator to inflict harm 
(Cole, Cornell, & Sheras, 2006; W.M. Craig & Pepler, 2003; K.M. Fitzpatrick, Dulin, & Piko, 
2007; Griffin & Gross, 2004).  Bullying is a repeated act (Poteat & Espelage, 2005).  Bullying is 
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viewed as occurring within and being influenced by social contexts and has been identified as a 
relationship problem (W.M. Craig & Pepler; Griffin & Gross; Rodkin & Hodges, 2003).   
Individuals involved in bullying can be categorized into three groups.  There are 
individuals who are only perpetrators of bullying (pure bullies), individuals who are both 
perpetrators and victims of bullying (aggressive victims or bully-victims), and individuals who 
are only victims of bullying (pure victims; Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999; Unnever, 2005).  
Differences in attitudes towards bullying among these groups have been found, with pure bullies 
having positive attitudes toward bullying, and both aggressive victims and pure victims having 
negative attitudes toward bullying (Pellegrini et al., 1999).  It appears that the characteristics and 
motivations associated with bullying differ depending on the group membership of the individual 
perpetrator.  Associations of group membership with different types or categories of violence 
will be discussed further below. 
Aggression can be categorized into three subtypes: reactive aggression or a defensive 
reaction to a perceived threat; proactive aggression or an unprovoked aggression used for 
personal gain; and relational aggression or social isolation, exclusion, rumor spreading, and 
friendship manipulation (R.J. McMahon & Frick, 2005).  Bullying is differentiated from general 
aggression largely by the absence of a justification or reason for perpetrating the behavior 
(Rigby, 2006).  Therefore, forms of aggression that are not considered bullying are somehow 
rationalized as appropriate responses to direct provocations or other situations on the part of the 
perpetrators.  Individuals with difficulty regulating emotional responses of anger or who tend to 
perceive the actions of others through a hostile attribution bias may be likely to perpetrate acts of 
aggression in the school setting (Feindler & Weisner, 2006).  Such acts would be distinguished  
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from bullying due to the perpetrators perceiving their aggression to be justified, whether the 
reason for justification is real or imagined. 
As per the definition of bullying above, the act of aggression needs to include a clear 
abuse of power of the perpetrator over the victim and occur on a repeated basis to meet the 
criteria as an act of bullying.  Therefore, any of these types of aggression occurring as isolated 
incidents may not be considered bullying, while a re-occurring perpetration of one of these types 
of aggression by a person more powerful in some way than the victim of the aggression would be 
considered bullying.  The distinction is important as the underlying etiology of the behavior 
enacted by the perpetrator, as well as the potential of harm for the victim, may differ among 
these dimensions as well as by the type of aggression.  For example, research has indicated that 
pure bullies are more likely to use proactive aggression, while aggressive victims are more likely 
to use reactive aggression (Pellegrini et al., 1999).  Such considerations point to the complexity 
in choosing effective interventions for acts of SV and support the idea that each situation may 
require a unique approach.       
Aggression and/or bullying can also be distinguished as physical, verbal, and social (also 
referred to as relational aggression above; Cole et al., 2006; Griffin & Gross, 2004; Poteat & 
Espelage, 2005; Unnever, 2005).  Examples of each of the three types can be described as hitting 
or kicking; teasing or taunting; and telling false stories, spreading rumors, or engaging in other 
behaviors used to damage relationships, respectively (Cole et al.; Poteat & Espelage).  Physical 
and verbal forms of aggression are often direct forms of aggression, while relational aggression 
may occur through more indirect forms (Limber, 2006).  Unnever found differences in the forms 
of bullying used across group membership, with aggressive victims being more likely to use 
physical bullying and to be physically bullied than both the pure bullies and pure victims groups.    
19 
 
 
 
  
1
9
 
 
Cyberbullying is another form of victimization that started to appear in school-based 
victimization literature in 2004 (Tokunaga, 2010).  Tokunaga performed a meta-synthesis of the 
existing literature and provided the following definition for cyberbullying: 
Cyberbullying is any behavior performed through electronic or digital media by 
individuals or groups that repeatedly communicates hostile or aggressive messages 
intended to inflict harm or discomfort on others…In cyberbullying experiences, the 
identity of the bully may or may not be known.  Cyberbullying can occur through  
electronically-mediated communication at school; however, cyberbullying behaviors 
commonly occur outside of school as well. (p. 278). 
Tokunaga notes that a similar problem exists in the cyberbullying literature as in the 
traditional bullying literature regarding definitions varying in terms of the inclusion of the act 
being repeated over time.  The challenge of measuring repeated acts of cyberbullying makes it 
difficult to ascertain an estimate of the prevalence of true bullying versus isolated incidents of 
cyber-victimization throughout the literature; however, it is estimated that approximately 20% to 
40% of school-aged children are victims of cyberbullying (Tokunaga).   
 Students are not the only perpetrators and victims of bullying.  Bullying can also occur as 
an act of workplace violence between colleagues (Hershcovis, 2010).  Workplace violence 
among teachers, administrators, and other school personnel overlaps with the construct of SV as 
defined by Henry (2000).  Workplace violence can include threatening behavior, verbal or 
written threats, harassment, verbal abuse, and physical attacks (Vecchi, 2009).  Additional 
constructs besides bullying that meet the definition of workplace violence include abusive 
supervision, social undermining (a form of social or relational aggression), incivility (low 
intensity acts that include rude and discourteous verbal and non-verbal behaviors), and 
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interpersonal conflicts among co-workers (Hershcovis).  Statistics on work place violence are 
available from National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) data collected by the U.S. 
Department of Justice; however, these data are based on a narrower definition of workplace 
violence to include “Nonfatal violence (rape/sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated and simple 
assault) against employed persons age 16 or older that occurred while they were at work or on 
duty” while workplace homicide is reported as a separate statistic (Harrell, 2011, p. 2).  The most 
recent available data indicates that there were approximately 572,000 nonfatal acts of workplace 
violence in 2009, with a total average annual rate of 5.1 victims per 1,000 employed persons for 
2005-2009 and an average rate of 6.5 victims per 1,000 employed persons in the teaching 
profession (Harrell).          
 Acts of SV may also include disruptive acts and other forms of misbehavior that are not 
always readily recognizable as violent.  A study based on focus groups with teachers found that 
most participants considered any situation where one individual makes another individual feel 
mentally or physically unsafe to be included in the definition of SV (Bon, Faircloth, & LeTendre, 
2006).  Mallet and Paty (1999) propose that it is often the lower, more common levels of violent 
behaviors that are most concerning to school personnel.  These authors state that frequent rowdy 
classroom behavior can lead teachers to feel personally attacked and result in similar negative 
affective states associated with more overt acts of violent victimization.  Therefore, outbursts in 
the classroom or other areas of the school, without a directed target of victimization, can also fall 
under a comprehensive definition of SV. 
Similarly, the presence of certain characteristics in a school may contribute to an 
atmosphere or culture of violence.  Criminal behavior that may not necessarily include direct 
physical or verbal acts of violence against another person or group of people can still be 
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accounted for under a comprehensive definition of school violence.  Such acts or crimes may 
include, but are not limited to, deterioration of school property, vandalism, theft, and drug use, 
gang activity, and possession of weapons on campus.  These criminal behaviors meet the 
definition of SV by causing school members to feel unsafe (Price & Everett, 1997; Roberts et al., 
2007).   
In addition, social processes such as discrimination, racism, labeling of students, 
inconsistent disciplinary practices, and other forms of institutionalized harm may also be 
considered as SV under a broad conceptualization of SV (Henry, 2000, 2009).  There is debate as 
to whether such behaviors are actually acts of SV or if they would be better described as 
subviolent processes (Henry, 2009).  However, when examining SV through the multilayered 
comprehensive perspective that views SV as acts along a continuum of behaviors, this distinction 
may not be so important.  Moreover, such occurrences are interrelated in that they contribute to 
processes that beget more overt and visible acts of violence (Henry, 2000).  Henry (2009) 
discusses the interrelation of acts of SV along the continuum: 
The explosive violence that grabs media attention, such as rampage shootings, is at one 
end of the continuum but is itself the outcome of many subprocesses of violence, which 
are contributing causes that occur over time in relation to students and the school in its 
social, political, and cultural setting.  The culmination of these processes can produce a 
crescendo outcome or remain in less violent forms.  The problem with analyzing school 
violence is that we often separate it into types and subtypes of school violence in attempts 
to explain each, without recognizing the cumulative interrelations and interaction 
between them. (p. 1250-1251). 
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Therefore, acts of discrimination and other forms of institutionalized harm can be conceptualized 
as abuses of power that threatens a person’s psychological or social standing under Henry’s 
(2000) definition of SV.  According to Henry’s (2009) statement as cited above, these negative 
effects on the individual or group of individuals can then interact with the environmental context 
to set the stage for additional acts of violence.   
While the distinctions between the types of violence discussed above are important for 
understanding such incidents, the contexts in which they occur are just as important for a 
comprehensive definition of SV.  As previously exemplified, the instances of mass violence on 
school grounds that have brought so much attention to the topic of school violence are not likely 
to occur in isolation.  Rather, it is the more common lower levels of violence, such as antisocial 
behaviors and aggressive acts (e.g., fighting and forms of bullying) that increase the risk for 
extreme acts of school violence when they are ignored or handled ineffectively (Dupper & 
Meyer-Adams, 2002; D.C. Smith & Sandhu, 2004).  Therefore, understanding how all the 
individually defined acts or processes that fall under the continuum of SV are interrelated 
provides us with a more comprehensive understanding of SV.      
Law and legal definitions related to school violence.  It makes sense to review how SV 
is conceptualized in the eyes of the law to further address issues of defining SV.  There is 
legislation that addresses how illegal acts occurring on school grounds are referred to law 
enforcement by the school (Hirschfield, 2008).  Generally, states are responsible for laws 
pertaining to schools under the Tenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, which states that 
powers not delegated to the federal government by the Constitution are referred to the states 
(Yell & Rozalski, 2000).  Therefore, practices within schools, as well as policies on school 
safety, are variable between jurisdictions (Hirschfield).   
23 
 
 
 
  
2
3
 
 
One way the federal government has influenced school safety policies is through enacting 
federal legislation that provides schools with funds for meeting specific guidelines (Yell & 
Rozalski, 2000).  In addition to federal legislation, Supreme Court cases have also informed 
school safety and discipline procedures (Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003; Yell & Rozalski).  Legal 
influences and standards for involvement of law enforcement in discipline policies are discussed 
below. 
 Federal legislation. SV is addressed to some extent in two major pieces of federal 
legislation that pertain to education, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) and the 
Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA; Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003).  Both are acts of grant 
legislation, meaning that the federal government provides funds to states if schools comply with 
the conditions set forth in each legislation (Jacob & Hartshorne).  IDEA was reauthorized in 
2004 as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA, Pub. L. 108-446; 
Fagan & Sachs Wise, 2007).  SV is addressed in NCLB and IDEIA federal legislation as follows: 
 NCLB.    The overall arching goal of NCLB is to hold schools accountable for student 
performance and provide a standard that moves towards equal quality of education for all 
students.  Under NCLB states are required to define certain schools as “persistently dangerous” 
based on the rate of violent incidents in a school over a one to three year period depending on the 
states’ adopted definition (Hutton & Bailey, 2008, p. 14).  Students attending schools deemed as 
persistently dangerous must be allowed the opportunity to transfer to safe schools within the 
school district and such schools must show yearly progress in reducing violence (Hutton & 
Bailey).  Students who are victims of violent crimes in schools must also be allowed the 
opportunity to transfer to another school (Hutton & Bailey).  In addition to these standards, there 
are separate acts incorporated under NCLB that directly concern school violence.     
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 The Safe and Drug Free School and Communities Act (SDFCA) promotes accountability 
for schools to reduce violence by providing funds for schools to adopt violence prevention 
programs that are empirically based (Hirschfield, 2008; Hutton & Bailey, 2008; Yell & Rozalski, 
2000).  SDFCA requires schools to conduct formal assessments of the presence of SV to create 
performance goals for prevention, with ongoing monitoring of progress towards meeting these 
goals (Hutton & Bailey).  Some states have passed legislation on the state level based on 
SDFCA.  For example, New York State has legislation titled Project SAVE or Safe Schools 
Against Violence in Education (New York State Center for School Safety, n.d.).  Project SAVE 
requires school districts to develop a comprehensive safety plan and a building-level emergency 
response plan for each school.  Project SAVE also requires the adoption of codes of conduct that 
apply to all members of the school community.  Furthermore, Project SAVE addresses teacher 
and administrator authority for removal of students defined as disruptive or violent, as well as 
noting that an assault on a teacher is a felony.  Project SAVE also sets guidelines and mandates 
for school violence prevention training prior to teacher certification and through ongoing 
professional development.   
As of July 1, 2012, New York State schools are also responsible for collecting and 
reporting data on incidents of discrimination and harassment under New York State’s Dignity for 
All Students Act (New York State Education Department, n.d.).  The Dignity Act requires 
schools to be accountable for developing policies for intervening and training staff to recognize 
lower-levels of SV including intimidation, bullying, and taunting, on school grounds (New York 
State Education Department, n.d.).  The New York State Education Department is requiring that 
school boards adopt the language of the Dignity Act into their codes of conduct.  As of April 
2014, 49 states (with the exception of Montana) and Washington, D.C. currently have legislation 
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pertaining to bullying in schools, all including a requirement on the behalf of schools to develop 
a bullying policy (Hinduja & Patchin, 2014).  As an example of the variation in terms of the 
language and breadth included in such legislation across states, only 20 states address 
cyberbullying, while 48 states address electronic harassment; moreover, 14 include provisions 
for criminal sanctions, while a larger number of states (44) include school sanctions (Hinduja & 
Patchin).                
SDFSCA also includes The Gun Free Schools Act (GFSA; Hutton & Bailey, 2008).  
GFSA requires schools to expel students who bring a firearm to school for no less than one year 
(Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003; Yell & Rozalski, 2000).  However, school administrators do have 
some leeway to modify expulsions on a case-by-case basis under the law (Yell & Rozalski).  
GFSA has paved the way for what has become known as zero tolerance policies in schools and 
some schools have extended these principles to mandatory expulsion for students in possession 
of weapons other than firearms, drugs, or alcohol, and to students who engage in acts of 
violence, without considering potential mitigating circumstances (Hirschfield, 2008).  GFSA  
allows for alternative educational placements for expelled students at the school’s discretion 
(Bailey, 2006).        
 IDEIA.  IDEIA includes protections for students classified with a disability subject to 
disciplinary removals due to engaging in behavior considered violent when such behavior is 
associated with their disability (Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003).  Students with a disability are only 
allowed to be removed from their educational setting for ten days or less.  If further removal is 
considered, a manifest determination review must be conducted within that ten day period to 
determine if the behavior was a manifestation of the student’s disability (Jacob & Hartshorne).  
An interim alternative educational setting (IAES) may be assigned for a student for the same 
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amount of time that a student not classified with a disability would be suspended, but for not 
more than forty-five days; however, the IAES must be able to provide services to assist the 
student to meet their educational goals, and address the problem behavior leading to the 
disciplinary action.  If the manifestation review determines that the act of school violence was 
not associated with the child’s disability, the student may be subject to the same disciplinary 
action as non-classified students, with the exception that the student must continue to receive a 
free and appropriate public education.  Further, IDEIA does not prevent schools from making 
referrals to law enforcement regarding violent acts perpetrated by students with disabilities; 
therefore, such students are subject to the same legal procedures as non-classified students, but 
schools must provide authorities with the student’s special education and disciplinary records for 
consideration (Jacob & Hartshorne).              
Supreme Court decisions.  According to Yell and Rozalski (2000), the Supreme Court 
has not yet addressed a case regarding violence in schools directly and the author of this 
dissertation was unable to locate any Supreme Court cases directly concerning SV.  However, 
several cases have been heard that have guided the balance between the rights of students who 
potentially could be a danger to others against the actions of school officials to preserve safety in 
the school environment (Yell & Rozalski).  For example, Tinker v. Des Moines School District 
(1969) held that the constitutional rights of students are to be upheld in school settings, while 
Goss v. Lopez (1975) specified appropriate due process procedures for students facing school 
suspension (Yell & Rozalski).  The implications of these laws in regards to SV are that they limit 
schools’ disciplinary options for responding to potentially violent students, without violating the 
students’ constitutional rights.   
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Case law has also helped inform prevention and intervention policies in schools.  New 
Jersey v. T.L.O (1985) shaped school safety policies by applying a reasonableness standard to the 
Fourth Amendment right prohibiting illegal searches and seizures if such searches are conducted 
in efforts to maintain safety in the school (Yell & Rozalski, 2000).  Bailey (2006) states that 
most school safety policies are upheld by the legal system provided they follow actions that are 
considered rational and reasonable in an effort to prevent violence in schools.  This 
reasonableness standard is lower than the probable cause standard required for police to perform 
a search, giving schools less restrictions to perform a search without a warrant (Yell & Rozalski).  
Veronia School District v. Acton (1995) also addressed students’ rights to privacy on school 
grounds under the Fourth Amendment and found that students in schools may have a decreased 
expectation of privacy when the school is acting in effort to maintain order and safety (Yell & 
Rozalski).  Yell and Rozalski note that these decisions have been important in guiding school 
administrators to develop policies regarding school safety and respond to instances of violence.   
 Role of law enforcement in schools.  Despite legislation requiring schools to set forth 
prevention and crisis plans related to SV, there are no specified actions or measures that must be 
included in such plans to ensure school safety required by law (Bailey, 2006).  Schools have a 
wide discretion in implementing various safety and security measures such as metal detectors, 
cameras, search procedures, and the presence of security officers on school grounds.  However, 
some large city school districts, such as New York City, have their own school district police 
departments in charge of school security, with officials designated as school resource officers 
(SROs) working directly in the schools (Hirschfield, 2008).  There are concerns that acts of SV 
in schools or districts with SROs are more likely to be criminalized as SROs do not need  
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permission from school administration to arrest any student that violates the law, taking 
disciplinary decisions away from the school and into the juvenile justice system (Hirschfield).   
In addition, some states have mandated law enforcement referrals for acts of SV, thus 
limiting options of school disciplinary responses, regardless of the presence of SROs on campus 
(Hirschfield, 2008).  Under the NCLB GFSA discussed above, acts of fire arm possession in 
schools must be reported to law enforcement (Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003).  Therefore, the level 
of involvement of law enforcement and the juvenile justice system varies between schools, 
school districts, and states, as well as by the severity of the act of school violence.                   
Summary and conclusions regarding definitions of school violence.  SV refers to 
many behaviors along a continuum and includes acts that are not always readily recognized as 
violent.  Under a broad conceptualization of SV, acts of violence along the continuum can range 
from subviolent processes, such as policies that foster discrimination, to episodes of school-wide 
mass violence with the most potential for severe injury or harm to victims.  Due to varying 
definitions of SV used in literature, it is difficult to ascertain overall rates of violence occurring 
in schools.  SV may be perpetrated and experienced by individuals other than students, although 
student behaviors and experiences are the most commonly discussed in the SV literature.  In 
addition to students, teachers and other school personnel, schools, parents, communities, and 
larger governmental and societal institutions, can be perpetrators and victims of SV.  Although 
federal legislation has influenced policies and school responses to SV, how SV is interpreted in 
the law and the role of law enforcement appears to vary between local and state jurisdictions.   
Such differences in definitions and responses to SV suggest that individual and group 
experiences may differ dramatically between settings.   
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The preceding discussion points to the importance of understanding the interrelated 
nature of all violent processes along the continuum of SV, as well as the contexts in which they 
occur.  Understanding the complexities of SV, including the ranges of potential victims and 
perpetrators, severity of injury, types of violent behaviors, and legal implications, sets the 
foundation for discussing and conceptualizing SV through an ecological perspective to explore 
teachers’ perceptions and experiences of SV.  An ecological framework also helps us to 
understand the variables that impact SV.  Moreover, this perspective accounts for how the 
relationships of these variables in context can influence SV, as emphasized in broad definitions 
of SV.   
Conceptualization of School Violence through an Ecological Systems Perspective 
This section explores SV using an ecological model.  The ecological factors that 
influence the development of SV are discussed.  Since the focus of this dissertation is on 
teachers’ experiences of SV, this section also addresses the potential role of teachers in 
preventing SV at each ecological system-level and the ecological variables that impact teachers’ 
experiences of SV.  
Many authors addressing the issue of violence occurrence in context refer to the work of 
Bronfenbrenner and his ecological development theory (Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; Bradshaw, 
et al., 2009; Espelage et al., 2013; Mrug, Loosier, & Windle, 2008).  Through this ecological 
lens, violence occurs as a result of an interaction of subsystems (Benbenishty & Astor).  Risk and 
protective factors in each subsystem and across contexts interact to influence an individual’s 
behavior (Mrug et al., 2008).  The basic tenets of Bronfenbrenner’s theory, and its influence on 
models specifically related to SV are discussed in this section.  Current research on risk and 
protective factors associated with SV are presented in the context of ecological subsystems. 
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Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory.  Bronfenbrenner (1979) based his theory of human 
development on the hypothesis that an individual develops in the context of his or her 
environment.  This environment is viewed as a set of nested and interrelated systems, with the 
individual at the center inner-most level.  Bronfenbrenner uses the example of “a set of Russian 
dolls” for imagery of the concept (p. 3).  He refers to this view as “the ecology of human 
development” and provides the following definition (p.21):   
The ecology of human development involves the scientific study of the progressive, 
mutual accommodation between an active, growing human being and the changing 
properties of the immediate settings in which the developing person lives, as this process 
is affected by relations between these settings, and by the larger contexts in which the 
settings are embedded. 
The relationship between the individual and the environment is viewed as a reciprocal process 
with bi-directional influences (Bronfenbrenner). 
 Bronfenbrenner (1979) describes four major systems in his ecological theory of 
development.  These are the microsystem, the mesosytem, the exosystem, and the macrosystem; 
listed from inner-most to outer-most in terms of the organization of nested structures.  The 
microsystem is defined as “a pattern of activities, roles, and interpersonal relations experienced 
by the developing person in a given setting with particular physical and material characteristics” 
(p. 22).  Therefore, the microsystem consists of the individual and a setting that the individual 
directly experiences, such as school, home, community, etc.  Next, the mesosystem is the 
relationship between at least two different microsystem settings (e.g., home and school) that the 
individual is involved in with one another and can be conceptualized as a “system of 
microsystems” (p. 25).  The extosystem is a setting that the developing individual does not 
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directly experience, but that may influence or be influenced by a setting in which he or she 
exists.  For example, the workplace of a parent may influence or be influenced by the home 
setting that a developing child directly experiences (Bronfenbrenner).  Last, the macrosystem is 
defined by Bronfenbrenner as:  
… consistencies, in the form and content of lower-order systems (micro-, meso-, and  
exo-) that exist, or could exist, at the level of the subculture or the culture as a whole, 
along with any belief systems or ideology underlying such consistencies. (p. 26). 
In other words, the macrosystem is the influence of a broader social context that is similarly 
interwoven in all lower systems and may be thought of as a “blueprint” for developing systems 
within that context (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1992).  Moreover, such influences may differ 
between the same system structures in different societies and cultures.   
 According to Bronfenbrenner (1979), development is viewed in context of the 
interactions and processes occurring between and within all of these nested systems.  In later 
works, Bronfenbrenner introduces an additional system referred to as the chronosystem 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1986, 1992).  The chronosystem is conceptualized as the influence of changes 
over time in the environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1986).  These changes may include external or 
internal life events.  Bronfenbrenner (1992) states that “the critical feature of such events is that 
they alter the existing relation between person and the environment, thus creating a dynamic that 
may instigate developmental change” (p. 201).    
 Bronfenbrenner (1979) does directly mention the occurrence of violence in American 
schools.  He associates SV as a mesosystem phenomena spurred by alienation of children in 
schools due to a “breakdown of the interconnections between the various segments of the child's 
life- family, school, peer group, neighborhood, and the beckoning, or all too often indifferent or 
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rejecting, world of work” (p. 231).  Bronfenbrenner’s ideas of the interrelated environmental 
systems affecting human development and his thoughts regarding the development of SV within 
this theory have influenced many developmental models offered by writers addressing the issue 
of SV.     
Related models regarding the development of school violence.  Benbenishty and Astor 
(2005) developed a heuristic model to explain SV based on ecological theory.  The authors state 
that the difference between their model and other ecological models is that the school, rather than 
the individual, is placed in the center of the model.  They propose that victimization in school is 
influenced by subsystems that include within school factors, students’ families, communities, 
and the societal context.  Benbenishty and Astor’s hierarchical organization of nested levels of 
factors influencing SV include “individual students within classes, classes within schools, 
schools within neighborhoods, and neighborhoods within societies and cultures” (p. 113).  The 
occurrence of SV is influenced by each of these nested contexts, and in-school factors, such as 
policies regarding violence, that mediate external influences.  Benbenishty and Astor make the 
point that much of the research on SV neglects to examine the relationships between within 
school variables and other social settings (e.g., community variables).   
Other authors have applied Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory specifically to bullying 
(Swearer et al., 2006).  Swearer et al. state that “bullying and victimization are phenomena that 
are reciprocally influenced by the individual, family, school, peer group, community, and 
society” (p. 257).  Data were collected using self-report survey instruments administered to 
students at three middle schools, combined with existing census data regarding community 
conditions and crime.  The purpose of the study was to show empirical support for a 
socioecological model of bullying and victimization in early adolescence that included 
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influences of individual negative affect, family factors, school factors, and community factors.  
The results of the study did not support the entire socioecological model through structural 
equation modeling; however, the relationship between individual attitudes and in-school factors 
(i.e., school climate) interacting reciprocally to increase bullying and victimization was 
supported.  The authors noted methodological limitations in examining the additional ecological 
variables (e.g., issues related to the categorical nature of the data limiting the use of all features 
of structural equation modeling, and inability to test the direct effects of binary covariates due to 
missing data) and stated the need for future research to investigate the relationships between 
multiple contexts influencing bullying.  However, the statistically significant correlation between 
at least two of the contexts examined in their study lends support to the idea of reciprocal 
influences between more than one context influencing the development of violence in schools.  
Therefore, it is important to identify what factors may increase or decrease the likelihood of SV 
within each potentially influencing context or ecological system.           
Risk and protective factors contributing to the development of school violence 
across system levels.  As discussed above, developmental models of SV based on 
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory include individual, classroom, school, and community levels, 
and additional contexts an individual may be influenced by such as family or peer group.  Hence, 
risk factors combine with various protective factors across different contexts within the 
environment to produce diverse outcomes.  Protective factors may range from individual to 
community characteristics (Guerra & Williams, 2006).  Multiple risk or resiliency factors can 
have an additive effect on outcomes through synergism or the idea that multiple forces produce 
greater effects than the sum of their parts (Bronfenbrenner, 1992).   
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Research on the risk and protective factors associated with SV are presented within the 
contexts of the nested levels stated by Benbenishty and Astor (2005): (a) individuals within 
classrooms, (b) classrooms within schools, and (c) schools within communities.  It is beyond the 
scope of this discussion to provide an exhaustive list of all possible risk and protective factors 
influencing the development of SV.  Rather, this section will focus on displaying the interrelated 
and cyclical nature of contributing factors across system levels through the identification of key 
risk and protective factors that illustrate the role of ecological theory in SV.  Further, and of most 
relevance to the current study, the discussion points to the multifaceted role of teachers in terms 
of their contribution to risk and protective factors influencing the development of SV.  An 
understanding of the implications of teachers’ potential contributions to risk and protective 
factors across system levels is important as it can serve as a guideline to prepare teachers with 
resources to promote protective factors and reduce risks for SV.         
Individual factors.  According to Henry’s (2000, 2009) comprehensive definition of SV, 
students are not the only perpetrators and victims of SV.  Teachers and other school personnel 
may also fit into either of those roles.  Individual student and teacher variables that play a role in 
SV are discussed in this section using an ecological framework.   
Individual student factors.  The most commonly cited risk factor for student aggression 
and violent behavior is previous exposure to violence (Frey et al., 2009).  This is a good example 
of how influences transcend systems as students may be exposed to violence in a variety of 
settings.  According to Mrug et al. (2008), the relationship between exposure to violence and 
subsequent aggressive behavior occurs across both school and community settings, and that these 
findings are supported by various research studies.  Mrug et al.’s research showed that exposure 
to violence in school, home, or community contexts increased an individual’s subsequent 
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aggressive fantasies, and that there was an increased risk of cumulative effects of exposure to 
violence across multiple settings.  They proposed that this relationship develops through 
exposure to violence interfering with the individual’s self-regulation, which results in 
externalizing problems such as aggressive, disruptive, and anti-social behaviors.  Mrug et al. 
states that “…repeated victimization or witnessing of violence may contribute to externalizing 
behavior problems by desensitizing children to the effects of violence and by modeling 
aggressive behavior as an acceptable and effective strategy for achieving one’s goals” (p. 71).   
Bradshaw et al. (2009) found that exposure to violence in the community is predictive of 
an individual’s violent behavior in school even when such exposure is at a relatively low level.  
Janosz et al.’s (2008) research results showed that the relationship between exposure to violence 
in the school setting and subsequent aggressive behavior exists even when children are not 
victims of SV themselves and merely witness violent acts at school. Therefore, the research 
suggests that exposure to violence, whether one is a witness to violence or experiences direct 
victimization, appears similarly related to an increased risk of future aggression across settings.      
Exposure to violence can lead to future aggressive behaviors when those experiences 
impact social information processing, or how an individual perceives certain social situations, 
including the actions of other people.  Bradshaw et al.’s (2009) study showed that the 
relationship between exposure to violence and subsequent reported aggression in school was 
mediated by social-cognitive factors.  Adolescents who were exposed to violence in the 
community were more likely to display patterns of information processing consistent with 
justification of aggression and aggressive response generation.  Thus, individuals previously 
exposed to violence may demonstrate tendencies towards perceiving aggression to be an 
appropriate response to future situations.     
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In addition to increasing an individual’s risk for aggressive behavior, exposure to 
violence is associated with many negative outcomes for students.  Negative effects of exposure 
to violence include internalizing problems such as depression and anxiety (Janosz et al., 2008; 
Kennedy, Bybee, Sullivan, & Greeson, 2009; Mrug et al., 2008), suicidal ideation (Nickerson & 
Slater, 2009), poor physical health (Solberg, Carlstrom, Howard, & Jones, 2007), and diminished 
academic performance (Janosz et al.; Solberg et al., 2007; Zenere, 2009).  Poor academic 
performance demonstrates the cyclical nature of violence, particularly in schools, as poor 
academic performance is also a risk factor for violence.  Therefore, exposure to violence is both 
a direct and indirect risk factor for students at risk of engaging in SV.   
Exposure to violence can lead to poor academic performance, as trauma resulting from 
the loss of family or friends to community violence is associated with delays in language and 
communication skills, difficulty concentrating, truancy, and disruptive classroom behaviors 
(Zenere, 2009).  Janosz et al. (2008) noted a relationship between witnessing SV and decreased 
school engagement and truancy.  Solberg et al. (2007) found that children most vulnerable to the 
effects of exposure to community violence were at greater risk of lower grades and school 
dropout.  School failure is one of the strongest predictors of delinquency (Rodney et al., 2005).  
Similarly, juvenile delinquency is one of the strongest predictors of poor school attachment 
(Skiba et al., 2004).  Moreover, education is reported to be the single most effective factor in 
reducing violence (Gilligan, 1996).  Therefore, it seems evident that there is a cyclical 
relationship between violence and school performance in that exposure to violence can lead to 
academic difficulty and school disengagement, which can lead to engaging in further violence 
and delinquent behavior.   
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Individual internal factors have been identified as protective factors for SV.  Solberg et 
al. (2007) examined the role of self-efficacy and internal motivation in mediating the effects of 
exposure to community violence on academic performance for high school students.  Solberg et 
al. found that students who had higher levels of self-efficacy and internal motivation were more 
resilient to the effects of community violence as indicated by higher academic performance 
compared to students without these traits.  However, resilient students who were exposed to high 
levels of violence continued to have lower academic achievement when compared to individuals 
measuring high on individual protective factors and low on exposure to violence.  These findings 
lend support to the hypothesis that individual protective factors can serve to ameliorate the 
effects of exposure to violence, but that the interaction of all factors across ecological 
subsystems plays a major role in outcomes.  Within an ecological context, the development of 
individual risk or protective factors are themselves influenced by other subsystems.  For 
example, higher levels of family support may result in higher levels of positive individual 
internal factors.  
A positive attachment to school can also serve as a protective factor for an individual at 
risk of engaging in SV.  Research shows that adolescent boys at risk for exposure to violence 
who show a consistent positive attachment to school, defined as positive thoughts and attitudes 
in regards to one’s own school, are at a decreased risk for violent behavior (Frey et al., 2009).  
Positive school attachment during the transition from middle to high school was particularly 
important in buffering the risk of violence.  Frey et al. noted that this transition poses challenges 
in terms of school attachment due to students moving from smaller schools to larger, often 
impersonal high schools.  School attachment is also related to student-teacher relationships, 
which will be discussed at the classroom level in a later section. 
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Teachers’ knowledge and awareness of individual student risk and protective factors for 
engaging in SV could have many implications.  Aside from impacting students’ attachment to 
school by building positive relationships with students, teachers can potentially identify students 
most at risk for the negative effects of exposure to violence and refer them for support services in 
effort to interrupt the cyclical development of increased risk for SV.  In a subsequent section 
addressing teacher training, the argument is made that based on the current state of the limited 
research on teachers and SV, we do not know if teachers are being provided with this knowledge 
base via training.  More research is needed to investigate teachers’ preparedness to identify risk 
factors and foster protective factors related to individual students and SV.  The current study 
investigates teachers’ training experiences regarding this knowledge base.        
Individual teacher factors.  There is comparably less research on the relationship between 
teacher factors and SV as compared to the research focused on students (Roberts et al., 2007). 
The current section briefly addresses individual teacher-level variables that increase or reduce 
the risk for the occurrence of SV under an ecological perspective.  A more detailed review of the 
literature on SV and teachers is addressed in a later section of this dissertation.   
Many individual teacher-level variables increase the risk of SV via their impact on school 
climate, reflecting the interrelated and cyclical nature of the development of SV across system 
levels.  The cyclical relationship of SV is supported when examining teacher attrition as a risk 
factor, as teacher attrition may occur as a result of SV.  Price and Everett (1997) surveyed a 
random sample of teachers and found that the more teachers perceived multiple types of violence 
as a major problem in their schools, the more likely they were to leave their school.  In a 
qualitative study, D. L. Smith and Smith (2006) interviewed former urban school teachers and 
found that the view of their schools as places of violence was a major deciding factor in leaving 
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the schools.  Attrition of teachers in urban schools is a particular problem, as a cycle of young, 
inexperienced teachers leave such schools due to feeling overwhelmed by inferior working 
conditions and a challenging student population.  Urban schools can benefit the most from 
experienced teachers, as students in those settings are the most at risk for the negative 
consequences related to exposure to violence.   
Under an ecological perspective teacher attrition is not only a result of SV, but can also 
increase the risk for future acts of violence in schools, supporting the hypothesis that SV 
develops as the result of interrelated cyclical effects across system levels.  Research shows that 
teacher attrition negatively influences student engagement and academic performance (APA, 
2010).  The research reviewed in the section on individual student risk factors for SV in this 
dissertation showed support for the hypothesis that as student engagement and academic 
performance increases, the risk of student violent behavior and delinquency decreases, and vice 
versa (i.e., Frey et al., 2009; Gilligan, 1996; Rodney et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2004).  Therefore, 
teacher attrition is one example of how reciprocal influences between teachers and SV on the 
individual subsystem level can lead to the development of SV within an ecological perspective.     
As previously noted in the discussion of a comprehensive definition of SV, teachers can 
also be perpetrators of SV.  Research regarding workplace violence among teacher colleagues is 
scant; however, there is literature pertaining to the topic of general workplace violence.  Vecchi 
(2009) states that some common motivating factors for acts of workplace violence are 
disgruntled employees, school personnel dealing with domestic or family violence in their own 
lives, and threats to employment status.  The presence of some form of psychopathology such as 
a psychotic, affective, or a personality disorder may also increase the risk for violent behavior of 
employees in the work place.  Vecchi notes that “Violence stems from an interaction among the 
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potential attacker, past stressful events, a current situation, and the target(s)” (p. 31).  As such, 
variables of risk factors can converge and escalate situations into violent episodes.  This follows 
the ideology of ecological theory in terms of how the context and interactions of different system 
variables can result in SV.  Furthermore, teachers engaging in acts of SV can contribute to a 
negative school climate, which perpetuates the cycle of violence in schools.  Protective factors 
on the individual teacher level also play a part in the ecological development of SV; however, 
such factors will be discussed in a subsequent, more detailed section of this dissertation 
addressing the research on teachers and SV.       
 Classroom factors.  Individual students are nested with their peers and teachers at the 
classroom level.  There are risk and protective factors that exist at the classroom level that can 
influence the occurrence of violence.  Two important elements of the classroom related to SV 
include student-teacher relationships, and teacher management of behaviors in the classroom. 
Student-teacher interactions.  Negative student-teacher relationships serve as a risk factor 
for SV while conversely positive student-teacher relationships act as protective factors against 
SV.  A review of the research on school violence and teacher victimization in the APA 
Classroom Violence Directed Against Teachers Task Force Report (APA, 2010) shows that 
higher rates of student-teacher conflictual relationships are related to higher levels of aggression 
at both the classroom and school-wide levels (e.g., Kasen et al., 1990; Stipek & Miles, 2008; as 
cited).  The research also shows that students who are more academically vulnerable to the 
negative effects of exposure to community violence are less likely to report connections to 
teachers in comparison to students who are resilient to these negative effects (Solberg et al., 
2007).  Similarly, research findings indicate that at-risk students who report greater perceived 
teacher support are more likely to have higher academic motivation, and perceive more positive 
41 
 
 
 
  
4
1
 
 
levels of school climate (Frey et al., 2009).  Therefore, it appears that students’ positive 
relationships with teachers play a prominent role in buffering the potentially negative effects of 
exposure to violence on academic outcomes, school attachment, and perception of school 
climate. 
Cavanagh (2009) notes the importance of the element of trust in building positive 
student-teacher relationships in efforts to prevent SV.  The importance of boundaries, firmness, 
and consistency is stressed in sustaining positive student-teacher relationships through the 
establishment of trust.  Cavanagh conducted ethnographic case studies of two schools using a 
restorative justice framework to collect data related to SV and school culture.  He defined 
restorative justice in schools as “restorative practices, constituting a response to wrongdoing and 
conflict focused on healing the harm, particularly to relationships, resulting from the event.” (p. 
65).  Cavanagh’s results suggest that teachers who develop reciprocal relationships with students 
based on such restorative justice principals are more successful in avoiding adversarial 
relationships, as well as managing conflicts and behavior problems that occur in the classroom in 
a nonviolent manner.                
Classroom behavior management strategies.  Student-teacher relationships are largely 
shaped by how teachers handle and respond to student behaviors in classrooms.  Cavanagh 
(2009) stresses the importance of teachers responding to student behavior problems in the 
classroom through the use of nonviolent strategies.  The APA Classroom Violence Directed 
Against Teachers Task Force Report (APA, 2010) suggests that the likelihood of student 
aggressive behavior increases in classrooms that do not have an established reinforcement 
system for positive student behaviors.  Use of such strategies and systems in the classroom can 
serve to protect student-teacher relationships by ensuring consistent and fair responses to both 
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positive and negative behaviors, as well as making expectations for the classroom clear to 
students.  Recommended classroom management strategies include developing a positive 
behavior reward system that recognizes various areas of achievement and using conflict 
resolution strategies in the classroom (Adams, 2000).  There is research to support that teachers’ 
abilities in classroom management are also related to student achievement (Shernoff et al., 2011).  
Further, research indicates that early career teachers report that classroom management and 
dealing with student disruptive behavior are among the most stressful of issues they face and as a 
leading reason for leaving schools (Shernoff et al.).  Therefore, building teachers’ skills through 
training in effective classroom management practices is pivotal in helping teachers to manage 
students’ disruptive and violent behaviors.  Schools can support and enhance such practices 
through school-wide positive behavioral support systems discussed in more detail below.   
School factors and school climate.  School climate is shaped by the norms and culture 
(e.g., school policies, teacher support of students, student participation) within the school 
(Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; Dupper & Meyer-Adams, 2002).  School-level variables that shape 
the development of SV can be addressed under the concept of school climate.  Overall, research 
shows that the presence of a positive school climate is related to a reduced presence of violence 
in schools (Rodney et al., 2005).  A positive school climate promotes positive relationships 
among school members and reinforces pro-social positive behaviors (Rodney et al., 2005).  A 
positive school climate can be achieved through teachers modeling respectful interactions, 
praising students for good behaviors, maintaining positive interactions with students on a school-
wide level, and providing appropriate and fair consequences to negative behaviors (Orpinas & 
Horne, 2006).  Individual and classroom level variables, such as school attachment and student-
teacher relationships, aggregate to shape school climate.  
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Benbenishty and Astor (2005) assert that we can examine school climate on two levels.  
The first is on the individual level, meaning an individual’s view of their school climate relates 
to that individual’s involvement in SV.  The second is on the school-wide level, meaning that 
individual perceptions of members of the school can combine to influence rates of school-wide 
SV.  To support this theory, Benbenishty and Astor collected data on the occurrence of SV in 
schools across Israel and the context in which the acts of SV were embedded, including climate 
of the school.  These researchers categorized violent acts based on severity of risk of injury for 
the victim, ranging from mild/moderate levels of violence that included victimization 
experiences such as being pushed, threatened, and bullied, to severe levels of victimization that 
included victimization experiences such as being cut with a knife or requiring medical attention 
due to physical injury in a fight.  They found that individually perceived school climate was a 
good predictor of individual victimization, while aggregated levels of school climate was a good 
predictor of overall SV.  The results of their research indicated that school climate was related to 
both mild/moderate and severe levels of victimization.  Results showed that school climate was 
the only factor related to moderate victimization (e.g., bullying), which is the most common 
form.  Severe victimization was highly associated with contexts outside of the school, such as 
SES characteristics of the families of students attending the school and living in the community, 
combined with school climate on both the individual and aggregated level.  In other words, 
community and family factors do influence victimization, but overall school climate impacts 
victimization types as well.  The authors noted that this finding supports that schools may have 
effective means of combating both moderate and severe forms of SV by changing school climate 
(Benbenishty & Astor).  These findings also support ecological theory by highlighting the 
importance of the interaction between different environmental effects. 
44 
 
 
 
  
4
4
 
 
In their review of the literature, Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, and Gottfredson (2005) 
note that factors largely outside of an individual school’s control, such as racial composition, 
size, funding, urban location, and community poverty, system organization, and crime, largely 
make up the variance between schools that predict school disorder.  Gottfredson et al. explored 
the relationship between school climate and school disorder.  The results showed that when such 
factors described above, such as community characteristics, are controlled for, school climate 
was predictive of school disorder. 
The findings from Benbenishty and Astor (2005) and Gottfredson et al. (2005), in 
combination with the research reviewed above on the potential effects of individual students’ 
level of school attachment and teacher-student relationships aggregating to influence overall 
school climate, lend support to the hypothesis that a positive school climate reduces the risk of 
individuals exposed to violence engaging in acts of violence in school.  Research findings 
showing that, within same communities, different schools have a large difference in SV rates 
further supports the hypothesis that schools mediate effects of community experiences and SV 
(Benbenishty & Astor, 2005).  Overall, these research findings support the use of ecological 
theory to understand the development of SV by highlighting how interactions between variables 
in different subsystems predict SV.   
There are other factors that contribute to a school’s climate that are discussed in the SV 
literature.  There is research indicating that school policies related to discipline and behavior 
management, such as positive behavior support systems (PBS), both influence school climate 
and SV.  Research findings indicate that awareness and sensitivity to cultural issues among 
members of the school community is also associated with both positive school climates and  
 
45 
 
 
 
  
4
5
 
 
incidences of SV.  Such factors are not mutually exclusive and again point to the complicated 
interrelated nature of the relationships among variables related to SV in the research.  
Discipline policies.  Discipline policies established in schools also play a role in school 
climate and violence.  The most common action that appears to be implemented by schools to 
minimize school violence is the use of punitive measures such as the suspension and expulsion 
of students under the zero tolerance policy (D. C. Smith & Sanduhu, 2004).  However, research 
indicates that such exclusionary policies often serve to further alienate at-risk students from 
schools, negatively impact school climate, and lead to increased levels of student delinquency 
and SV (Cornell et al., 2009; Hemphill, Toumbourou, Herrenkohl, McMorris, & Catalano, 2006; 
Sander, 2010).  There is general agreement in the literature that withdrawal of education is a risk 
factor for future acts of violence and/or delinquency (Astor et al., 2005; Hemphill et al., 
Hermann & Finn, 2002; National Association of School Psychologists (NASP), 2001; Skiba et 
al., 2004).  For example, Hemphill et al. found that school suspensions increased subsequent 
antisocial behavior among a sample of 4000 students age 12-16, even when all other potential 
risk and protective factors were controlled.     
Alternative models based on themes of restorative justice, threat assessment, and 
problem-solving have been identified in research as more effective responses to acts of violence 
that reduce the likelihood of negative consequences associated with zero tolerance policies 
(Cavanagh, 2009; Cornell et al., 2009; Glanzer, 2005; Sander, 2010).  Those alternative models 
emphasize the importance of teacher training in classroom management and conflict resolution 
techniques (Glanzer).  Cavanagh suggests that schools too often rely on administrators to solve 
behavior problems and that teachers need to accept responsibility in building their competency to 
respond to students’ behavior problems.  Cavanagh provides the rationale that when teachers 
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send students out of the classroom to an administrator it often makes more serious problems out 
of behaviors that can be handled nonviolently in the classroom.  Therefore, Cavanagh’s 
argument is that teachers who use restorative techniques (i.e., conflict resolution aimed at 
restoring peaceful relationships) directly in the classroom in response to lower level conflict and 
behavior problems reduce the chance of such behaviors escalating into more serious forms of 
SV.  
School wide positive behavior support systems.  School-wide behavior management 
strategies such as positive behavior support (PBS) models have been found to reduce SV (APA, 
2010; Fenning & Rose, 2007).  Such models are effective in reinforcing school expectations for 
student behavior and maintaining consistency in expectations on a school wide level (Fenning & 
Rose).  PBS models are also associated with a reduction in the use of reactive and punitive 
punishment.  Policies such as school-wide PBS systems promote positive school climates, 
student-teacher interactions, and school attachments through recognizing and rewarding 
students’ positive behaviors (Fenning & Rose).   
Cultural sensitivity/differences.  The research suggests that cultural awareness also 
impacts school climate, and is associated with both SV and teacher victimization.  For example, 
a lack of cultural sensitivity and awareness of cultural differences precipitates a large proportion 
of violent acts in schools (Soriano et al., 1994).  In their review of the literature on the 
overrepresentation of minority students in exclusionary discipline policies, Fenning and Rose 
(2007) argue that non-violent offenses perpetrated by minority students, such as classroom 
defiance, triggers a fear of loss of control for classroom teachers.  These authors suggest that 
such fear may lead to an escalation of common conflicts in the classroom through the use of 
exclusionary discipline polices for non-violent infractions, setting off a trajectory in which these 
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students engage in more serious forms of antisocial behaviors, including SV.  In addition, 
teachers’ interpretations of such common conflicts may be influenced by cultural misperceptions 
of students’ behaviors.  Differences in culture may lead teachers to perceive students as 
disrespectful or hostile in response to initial conflicts; however, culturally diverse students may 
be responding to the conflict situations within the norms of their own culture (Fenning & Rose). 
For example, some minority students from low SES backgrounds may not understand implied 
classroom expectations that stem from the cultural values and experiences of majority, middle 
class teachers; therefore, classroom expectations should be overtly and clearly defined to avoid 
such potential misunderstandings. (Fenning & Rose).  
Fenning and Rose (2007) propose that professional development on cultural 
misunderstandings that lead to teacher-student conflict could assist in reducing such conflict.  
Research findings indicate that the majority of teachers are not adequately trained in cultural 
diversity, conflict resolution, and cross-cultural communication prior to entering the field 
(Soriano et al., 1994).  However, those findings are based on research conducted in the 1990’s.   
This study will explore teacher training across systematic factors associated with the 
development of SV such as school climate, discipline policies, PBS, and cultural sensitivity.   
Teachers play an integral role in shaping school climate and other systematic factors; therefore, 
teacher training must prepare teachers for this role.  The current study aims to add to the overall 
gap in the SV literature on teachers by investigating if teachers are receiving training in these 
areas.  In addition, the study will answer exploratory questions related to teachers’ perceptions of 
what ecological factors, such as school climate, contribute to the development of SV.    
Community factors.  Under ecological theory, schools are nested within communities, 
with school and community factors influencing each other in reciprocal ways.  As stated in the 
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earlier discussion of individual risk factors for SV, exposure to violence in the community can 
increase an individual’s risk of engaging in violent behavior through both direct and indirect 
pathways.  Therefore, schools that are nested inside communities with high rates of violence face 
the challenges of the effects of such exposure on their students and staff.   
Garbarino, Hammond, Mercy, and Yung (2004) present the concept of urban war zones 
to describe communities characterized by the presence of guns, drugs, and gang-related violence.  
These authors note that the children living in such communities who are most at risk for the 
negative effects of exposure to community violence are poor, living in father-absentee 
households, and/or with parents who are unable to provide adequate support due to mental 
illness, substance abuse, or unemployment (Garbarino et al.).  For such children, adults in the 
school may be the primary models of appropriate behavior and moral reasoning. 
Garbarino (1999) uses the term social toxicity to refer to poisons or risk factors in the 
social environment that lead to the development of violent behaviors.  It is the accumulation of 
such risk factors that prevent individuals from being resilient to the negative effects of social 
poisons in the community (Garbarino, 1999; Garbarino et al., 2004).  However, community 
supports can ameliorate such effects of social toxicity and schools can play a vital role in the 
creation of such supports. 
School and community partnerships can work to reduce negative effects of violence 
exposure and in turn reduce potential future violence.  Garbarino et al. (2004) discusses the 
importance of building trust in institutions that can provide family resources and support, one of 
these institutions being schools.  Schools are in a position to provide accessible mental health 
services to children exposed to violence and other community risk factors for SV (Garbarino et 
al.).   
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Prevention models strengthening the ties between the school and community, and 
increasing communication between families and schools, have demonstrated success in 
increasing resiliency factors for students and families within communities.  One example of such 
a prevention model aimed at reducing negative effects of violence exposure is the Family and 
Community Violence Prevention (FCVP) Program, which is intended to be administered in 
schools (Rodney et al., 2005).  This model views violence as a public health problem, targeting 
risk factors and promoting strategies for protective factors (Rodney et al.).   
In congruence with many of the resiliency factors across different system levels discussed 
previously, the FCVP Program teaches skills to foster development in the following areas: 
academic development, personal development (including socio-emotional functioning and 
physical well-being), family bonding, cultural development, recreational activities, and career 
development.  These skills are taught to youth and their families through the schools.  The results 
of an evaluation study examining the effectiveness of the FCVP program indicated that 
participation was correlated with a reduction in violent or delinquent behavior and an increase in 
academic achievement for students exposed to the experimental program compared to the control 
group (Rodney et al., 2005).  The results are promising as they suggest that empirically-based 
prevention models can serve dual purposes by improving school-community-family 
relationships, while reducing risk factors.  The results also showed that the FCVP program 
prompted resiliency factors for violence across multiple system levels by incorporating teaching 
skills and strengthening relationships at each of the school, community, and family subsystem 
levels.  Since such prevention models address the reciprocal relationship and impact of various 
factors across system levels on SV, they have a good fit with the tenets of ecological theory.   
50 
 
 
 
  
5
0
 
 
 
Furthermore, effectiveness of these ecologically-based prevention models support using this 
framework.   
Conclusions regarding the development of school violence through an ecological 
perspective.  As discussed in this section, the main rationale for applying an ecological 
perspective to explain why violence occurs in schools is that it is the result of an interaction of 
various factors across environmental systems and the individuals within those systems.  
Exploring all possible risk and protective factors that contribute to the likelihood of SV occurring 
in schools is beyond the scope of the current discussion; however, the influencing factors 
discussed display the complicated, interrelated, and cyclical nature of factors across system 
levels that result in the development or prevention of SV.   
The current dissertation focuses on teachers and SV.  The literature reviewed above 
suggests that teachers play an integral role in the cycle of SV because they impact and are 
impacted by ecological factors at various system levels that lead to the prevention and 
development of SV.  The current study seeks to explore if teachers are receiving training in the 
development of SV and the relationship between such training experiences and teacher outcomes 
related to SV (e.g., self-efficacy in responding to SV, perceived risk of victimization, and teacher 
burnout).  The research reviewed in this section suggests that teachers must be prepared with 
knowledge and skills to understand and address the many ecological factors that contribute to the 
development of SV.  The next sections of this dissertation will address the state of the research 
on teacher training across various topics related to SV as the primary purposes of this study are 
to investigate the current state of teacher training in regards to SV, and the relationship between  
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teacher training in SV and teacher outcomes (i.e., self-efficacy in responding to SV, perceived 
risk of victimization, and teacher burnout).  
Teachers and School Violence 
The previous section examined the development of SV within an ecological framework.  
The discussion included an exploration of how teachers contribute to the cyclical factors that 
influence SV within this ecological framework.  The current section will expand upon the 
discussion of teachers and SV through a comprehensive review of the extant SV literature on  
teachers; however, the main focus of this review will be geared towards understanding how 
teachers are impacted by SV.   
Research directly addressing teachers within the SV literature is extremely scant (APA, 
2010; Espelage et al., 2013; Galand et al., 2007; S.D. McMahon et al., 2011; Reddy et al., 2013; 
Roberts et al., 2007; Wilson, Douglas, & Lyon, 2011).  The American Psychological Association 
(APA) has recently supported the formation of a task force to draw attention to the issue of the 
lack of research in this area.  A white paper written by the APA Classroom Violence Directed 
Against Teachers Task Force (2010) and the task force’s subsequent publications (i.e., Espelage 
et al., 2013)  proposed a national agenda to increase research pertaining to the prevalence and 
consequences of teacher exposure to SV and direct teacher victimization.  This line of research is 
very important as the functioning of a school and the facilitation of education rely heavily on 
teachers.  As previously discussed in this paper in the section on the ecological development of 
SV, teachers play a role in the cycle of events and factors that influence this process; therefore,  
deepening our understanding of how SV impacts teachers is important in order to fully 
comprehend the effects of SV on students, schools, and communities as a whole.   
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Teacher exposure to school violence and teacher victimization.  The comprehensive 
definition of SV offered by Henry (2000) recognizes that teachers may be both victims and 
perpetrators of SV.  This section will focus on teachers as victims of SV.  Both indirect 
victimization and direct victimization are considered.  Relevant research is reviewed in terms of 
the prevalence and scope of the problem of teacher exposure to SV and victimization, as well as 
the negative effects of teacher exposure to SV and victimization.   
Prevalence and scope of teacher victimization.  The National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) issues annual reports on the occurrence of SV referred to as Indicators of 
School Crime and Safety.  The most recent available data indicates that in the 2011-2012 school 
year, 9% of teachers reported being threatened with injury by a student, while 5% reported being 
a victim of a physical attack by a student (Robers et al., 2014).  During the same year elementary 
school teachers reported higher rates of being physically attacked (8%) compared to secondary 
school teachers (3%), as did public school teachers (6%) compared to private school teachers 
(3%; Robers et al., 2014).  Previous reports of NCES data from the 2007-2008 school year 
provided indicators that showed 10% of teachers in city schools reported being threatened with 
an injury compared to 7% of teachers in suburban schools and 6% of teachers in rural schools 
(Robers et al., 2013).  Similarly, teachers in urban schools reported higher rates of being 
physically attacked (5%) compared to suburban teachers (4%) and rural teachers (3%; Robers et 
al., 2013).  Teacher victimization indicators across city, suburban, and rural schools were not 
included in the Robers et al. (2014) report for the 2011-2012 school year.   
In a preceding section exploring definitions of SV in this dissertation, it was suggested that 
operational definitions of SV in research varied in terms of the breadth of behaviors and 
individuals involved in SV, despite arguments that SV is best conceptualized as a broad 
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phenomenon of interrelated subviolent and violent processes involving many people (i.e., Henry, 
2000, 2009).  Such variations in definitions have the potential of leading to different estimations 
of SV in the general SV literature.  Similarly, some researchers have questioned if indicators, 
such as those offered by NCES (e.g., Robers et al., 2010, 2013, 2014), truly capture the 
prevalence of teacher victimization due to defining teacher victimization narrowly as an act of 
SV committed by a student against a teacher (S.D. McMahon et al., 2011).  For example, some 
literature reviews cite prevalence rates ranging from 5% to 55% of teachers reporting having 
experienced SV (Wilson et al., 2011).  Due to varying prevalence rates researchers have made 
efforts to more clearly and comprehensively define teacher victimization. 
As a follow-up to their proposed national agenda for research in the area of teacher 
experiences with SV, the APA Classroom Violence Directed Against Teachers Task Force 
conducted a national survey of teachers in the United States (S.D. McMahon et al., 2011).  Their 
sample consisted of 4,735 K-12 teachers.  Over 90% of their sample taught in public schools.  
Teachers reported working in urban (30.5%), suburban (35.3%), small urban (15.9%), and rural 
(18.3%) settings.   
Teachers were asked to indicate if they experienced any of the following forms of 
victimization this year or last year (i.e. 2009 or 2010) in the school setting: obscene remarks, 
obscene gestures, verbal threats, intimidation, cyber/internet violence, theft of personal property, 
damage to personal property, objects thrown, physical attack not resulting in a visit to a 
physician, physical attack resulting in a visit to a physician, and weapon pulled.  These offenses 
were grouped into the three broader categories of harassment, property offenses, and physical 
offenses.  Respondents were also asked to identify if the perpetrator was a student, parent, 
colleague, stranger, or other.  Results indicated that approximately 51% of surveyed teachers 
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reported experiencing at least one type of offense during the current or previous year; 
approximately half reported experiencing harassment offenses, one-third reporting experiencing 
property offenses, over one-quarter experiencing physical attacks, and one in five teachers 
reporting experiencing victimization across all three categories of offenses (S.D. McMahon et 
al.).  In regards to identification of the perpetrators, approximately 48% of respondents reported 
being victimized by students, approximately 19 % were victimized by parents, and 
approximately 11% experienced victimization from colleagues, while comparatively lower 
percentages were reported for victimization by strangers and others (both under 5%; S.D. 
McMahon et al.).  Other noteworthy findings of this survey were that teachers who were 
victimized by one perpetrator were significantly more likely to also experience victimization by 
other perpetrators; and that male teachers reported higher rates of physical victimizations while 
females reported higher rates of intimidation.  The researchers noted that these findings are 
consistent with victimization patterns in the general victimization literature (S.D. McMahon et 
al., 2011). 
More recent publications by the APA Task Force on Violence Directed Against Teachers 
referenced data with rates as high as 80% of teachers reporting at least one victimization during 
the current or previous year in a sample of 2,998 K-12 teachers across the United States 
(McMahon et al., in press as cited in Reddy et al., 2013).  McMahon et al. found that 94% of 
teachers who reported victimization were victimized by students and that 44% of victimized 
teachers experienced physical attacks (as cited in Reddy et al.).  These researchers also found 
that demographic variables were associated with rates of victimization, with men and teachers in 
urban setting experiencing higher rates of victimization and African American teachers reporting 
lower rates of victimization (McMahon et al. as cited in Reddy et al.).         
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Wilson et al. (2011) sought to clarify the prevalence of violence against K-12 teachers by 
categorizing different types of violence experienced both across the span of their careers and 
within the previous academic year.  The sample of surveyed teachers consisted of 2,127 
Canadian teachers evenly split between inner city, urban, suburban, and rural school settings.  
These authors found that 80% of surveyed teachers had experienced violence at least once 
throughout their career.  Covert violence was defined through the following survey items: 
personal insults or name calling, rude or obscene gestures, remarks/statements made to harm 
reputation or relationships, chronic activities tolerable on own but in total intended to intimidate, 
and behavior or conduct intended to intimidate.  Overt violence was defined through survey 
items assessing experiences of threats, attempted attacks, and successful attacks.  Results 
indicated that throughout their careers, approximately 75% of teachers reported experiencing 
covert violence, while approximately 28% of teachers reported experiencing overt violence 
(Wilson et al.).  The rates of covert violence and overt violence experienced by respondents 
during the previous year of the study were approximately 40% and 10%, respectively.  These 
results suggest that a large proportion of teachers experience SV at least once throughout their 
careers. 
Based on the results presented in this section it appears that teacher victimization occurs 
more frequently than suggested through NCES indicators (i.e., Robers et al., 2010, 2013, 2014) 
that measure teacher victimization using more narrowly defined, specific instances of violence.  
Further, victimization is experienced across interactions with a variety of people normally 
encountered through the daily duties of teaching, beyond students.  It is estimated that costs 
associated with teacher victimization exceeds two billion dollars annually (American 
Psychological Association [APA], 2011).  Such costs include, but are not limited to, medical and 
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psychological care, worker compensation, lost wages, resources to hire and train teacher 
replacements, and costs associated with legal processing and incarceration of perpetrators  
(APA).  Therefore, the effects of teacher exposure to violence and teacher victimization may be 
more widespread and greater than realized.   
As stated previously, the overall state of the research on teachers and SV is very limited 
compared to the SV literature addressing students.  Reddy et al. (2013) conducted a 
comprehensive literature search for studies including empirical findings related to teacher 
victimization and found only nine studies conducted in the United States and 12 international 
studies existing in peer-reviewed journals.  The McMahon et al. (2011) study is unique in its 
contribution of applying a broadly conceptualized definition of SV in efforts to better estimate 
the prevalence of teacher victimization for a national U.S. sample.  This suggests that further 
research exploring rates of teacher victimization under a broad conceptualization of SV is very 
much needed to establish if research findings consistently support that teacher victimization is 
more common than previously estimated.  Given the current gaps in the literature, this study will 
investigate direct experienced teacher victimization, indirect exposure to teacher victimization 
and exposure to general SV separately as ecological factors related to teacher outcomes in order 
to add to the limited research on prevalence rates of teacher victimization. 
Negative effects of school violence for teachers.  The research reviewed in the previous 
section on the development of SV through an ecological systems perspective suggests that 
negative effects of exposure to violence can work in a cyclical fashion to increase the risk of 
further violence.  The argument was made that teacher exposure to SV and direct teacher 
victimization affects teachers in a way that produces dual negative outcomes, the primary 
negative outcome being the direct negative effect on the individual teacher and the secondary 
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negative outcome being increasing the risk for future SV.  Teacher attrition as a result of 
exposure to SV was used to exemplify how SV occurs through a cycle of events across system 
levels, one of which is the individual teacher level.  In order to deepen our understanding of how 
teachers are affected by SV and teacher victimization, this section will expand upon the negative 
outcomes of teacher exposure to SV in more detail through an exploration of the research on 
teacher burnout.  The discussion will revisit teacher attrition as it relates to teacher burnout.   
Teacher burnout.  Burnout is theorized to be a syndrome marked by an individual’s 
exposure to chronic work-related stress resulting in that individual feeling emotionally 
exhausted, developing negative attitudes towards people he/she works with, and feeling a lack of 
personal accomplishment related to his/her work (Aluja, Blanch, & Garcia, 2005; Boles et al., 
2000).  The social psychological approach to understanding burnout emphasizes how “role 
related stress (e.g., work overload) leads to the mechanistic treatment of the clients” (Kokkinos, 
2006, p. 26).  Emotional exhaustion is said to be the core of burnout (Worley, Wassar, Wheeler, 
& Barnes, 2008).  It is proposed that emotional exhaustion is the first symptom to appear in the 
development of burnout and that depersonalization emerges in response as an effort to cope with 
emotional exhaustion (Boles et al.).  Depersonalization involves distancing oneself from others 
and becoming detached in regards to one’s clients and/or the job itself (Boles et al.; Worley et 
al.).  Decreased personal accomplishment emerges last as individuals become aware of their 
current attitude towards their work and their clients, and begin to feel incompetent in their ability 
to perform job-related tasks (Boles et al.; Worley et al.). 
Literature directly supports the relationship between SV and symptoms related to teacher 
burnout.  Hastings and Bham (2003) explored the relationship between student low-level violent 
behavior and teacher burnout and found an association between the two variables.  The 
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researchers administered questionnaires measuring student classroom behavior and teacher 
burnout to 100 British elementary school teachers.  The results showed that emotional exhaustion 
was predicted by student disrespect, depersonalization was predicted by student disrespect and 
lack of positive student behavior, and low personal accomplishment was predicted by lack of 
positive student behavior.     
Other research findings indicate that SV is predictive of negative emotional affect similar 
to symptoms of burnout.  For example, in their review of the international literature for their 
study based in France, Mallet and Paty (1999) note findings consistent with the concept of 
burnout, in that teachers who felt victimized by constant rowdy behavior in classes tended to 
develop feelings of underappreciation, guilt, and failure as they perceived the students’ 
inappropriate behaviors to be indicative of their incompetence.  Galand et al. (2007) found that 
student misbehavior and verbal teacher victimization were positively correlated with teacher 
reports of anxious, depressive, and somatic symptoms in a sample of secondary school teachers 
in Belgium.  These researchers also found that student misbehavior and verbal teacher 
victimization were related to teacher disengagement, which is similar to the depersonalization 
component of burnout. 
There is a paucity of literature directly examining the effects of SV on rates of teacher 
burnout for teachers in the United States.  In a dissertation exploring teacher burnout associated 
with exposure to SV in the United States, Buck (2006) analyzed the SV experiences of teachers 
and their related level of burnout.  The sample consisted of 315 high school teachers across 13 
schools in one metropolitan southeastern city.  Findings indicated that teachers experienced a 
wide range of violent acts at work and that both direct and indirect exposure to violence resulted 
in higher rates of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization components of burnout.  Buck 
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stated that this was the first study to address burnout as an outcome of exposure to SV on 
teachers.  Buck noted limitations of lack of generalizability of findings due to the entire sample 
teaching in the same school system in one city, and lack of determining who the perpetrator of 
SV was for teachers reporting victimization.  Therefore, further research is needed examining the 
effects of SV on teacher level of burnout in a more diverse sample of teachers in the United 
States.  The current study will address this gap by investigating teacher burnout as an outcome of 
SV.    
Teacher burnout and attrition.  Teachers become at risk of attrition as symptoms of 
burnout develop.  Galand et al. (2007) state that their findings suggest that burnout and other 
negative emotional effects of school violence may influence teachers’ decisions to leave the 
profession.  Research suggests that burnout may cause teachers to develop negative attitudes 
regarding students and their parents, beliefs that they cannot affect student learning, and mental 
and physical health problems, all of which can lead to increased teacher absenteeism (Pas et al., 
2010).  One study investigating teachers’ perceptions of the effects of SV indicated that teachers 
perceived the presence of SV to affect their desire to attend school, and their eagerness to 
challenge or discipline students (Price & Everett, 1997).  As discussed previously, teacher 
attrition feeds into the cyclical nature of SV since high rates of teacher absences and lower 
commitment of teachers as members of the school can negatively impact school climate, teacher-
student relationships, and student academic performance.  This in turn increases risk for 
occurrences of SV and teacher victimization.   
Prevention of teacher burnout.  The costs to society of teacher burnout are multifold.  As 
discussed above, teacher burnout as a result of SV can work to increase the risk of future SV 
through the pathways of teacher absences and teacher attrition negatively influencing school 
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climate, student-teacher relationships, and school attachment.  In addition, there are related 
monetary and time costs as administrators must allocate resources to hire, recruit, and train 
substitutes and replacements (Lambert, McCarthy, O'Donnell, & Wang, 2009).  Therefore, 
taking steps to prevent teacher burnout is important on many levels. 
There is no empirically based prevention programs for teacher burnout (McCarthy, 
Lambert, O'Donnell, & Melendres, 2009).  However, there is research suggesting that 
preventative methods are needed on the individual teacher level.  McCarthy et al. administered 
questionnaires designed to measure availability of existing resources, coping strategies, and 
burnout to 451 elementary school teachers.  Their results indicated that there was more 
variability in levels of burnout among teachers working in the same school than there was 
variability in levels of burnout among teachers working in different schools.   McCarthy et al. 
suggest that burnout may be a result of individual teacher perceptions of the balance between 
available resources and demands of the job.  Therefore, assisting teachers in locating and 
accessing available coping resources to moderate stress associated with demands of the job may 
be an indicated prevention for teacher burnout.  There is no research indicating how well 
prepared teachers are to cope with work-related stress associated with SV.  The current study 
will fill this gap by investigating whether teachers are receiving SV training, including training 
in topics related to coping skills for related stress.   
One potential protective factor on the individual teacher-level is supportive relationships 
among colleagues.  Galand, Philippot, Petit, Born, and Buidin’s (2004) research demonstrates 
that supportive relationships with colleagues and superiors is negatively related to risk of teacher 
victimization (as cited in Galand et al., 2007).  According to Galand et al. (2007) teachers who 
are isolated from their colleagues are at greater risk of victimization, and having supportive 
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relationships with colleagues plays a key role in reducing this risk by providing emotional 
support and buffering professional disengagement.  Galand et al.’s (2007) findings indicate that 
supportive relationships with colleagues can reduce symptoms of teacher burnout associated with 
SV.  Therefore, supportive relationships with colleagues may also prevent exposure to SV 
resulting in teacher attrition related to burnout.  Supportive relationships among colleagues 
beyond the individual level play into school-level variables, once again reflecting the 
interconnectedness of system levels and the need to consider teacher outcomes related to SV 
within an ecological model.  The current study will address this need by including the ecological 
variable of school climate, which involves supportive and collaborative relationships among 
school members, in the investigation.  Further, the current investigation will also contribute to 
the limited research on the effects of SV on burnout by including experiences of SV and 
victimization as ecological variables in the exploration of the relationship between teacher 
training related to SV and burnout.     
Teacher perceptions regarding school violence.  The following sections address the 
existing research on teacher perceptions of their self-efficacy in responding to SV, teacher 
perceived risk of victimization, and teacher role expectations.  The available research indicates 
that examining teachers’ perceptions and expectations are important in the context of 
understanding teachers’ experiences of SV. 
Perceived self-efficacy in responding to school violence.  The concept of self-efficacy is 
“defined as one’s general beliefs about his or her own ‘capacity to organize and execute’ 
(Bandura, 1977, p. 3) the task required.  Self-efficacy influences behavior, affects goal setting, 
and affects the ability to persist in difficult tasks” (Pas et al., 2010, p. 14).  Bandura (1993) states 
that teachers who deal with disruptive and low-achieving students on a daily basis are at risk for 
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developing stress and beliefs that they are not capable of instructing students.  Such teachers may 
cope with feelings of low self-efficacy by withdrawing from rather than attempting to resolve the 
situation and are likely to develop burnout (Bandura, 1993). 
Teachers who struggle to implement classroom management strategies and maintain 
orderly classrooms are at risk for low self-efficacy and burnout (Pas et al., 2010).  Research at 
the pre-service level suggests that teachers who have major concerns about student aggression 
feel inadequate in dealing with such issues (Kandakai & King, 2002).  Kandaki and King 
surveyed 871 undergraduate and graduate students in education and found that approximately 
half of their sample felt confident in helping students to resolve conflict in their classrooms 
through non-violent strategies.  These findings suggest that approximately 50% of teachers 
entering the field may not feel that they can effectively respond to conflict situations in their 
classrooms. 
  Previous research suggests that low self-efficacy in dealing with SV and burnout may 
result in higher disciplinary referrals and exclusionary disciplinary responses to acts of violence 
(Pas et al., 2010).  Pas et al. found the reverse in their study of 491 elementary school teachers.  
Their results indicated that teachers with low self-efficacy were less likely to refer students to the 
school’s student support team and that teachers with higher levels of burnout were less likely to 
have students who received a suspension by the end of the school year (Pas et al.).  Pas et al. 
suggest that these results may be associated with the withdrawal component of burnout, leading 
to decreased engagement in teaching and low self-efficacy, which subsequently leads to 
avoidance of consultation to address the behaviors.  Other research has suggested that teachers’ 
perceptions of student violent behavior as expressive (i.e., an expression of frustration with no 
direct target) rather than purposeful (i.e., instrumental aggression used to gain benefit) is 
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associated with social avoidance of both students and colleagues related to burnout (Mallet & 
Paty, 1999).  Mallet and Paty suggest that when aggression is instrumental and purposeful 
teachers see the opportunity to teach students alternative means of obtaining desired outcomes; 
however, expressive aggression is viewed as a more destructive and unpredictable occurrence.  
Pas et al.’s and Mallet and Paty’s work taken together may support the idea that teachers 
withdraw from attempting to respond to some acts of SV due to burnout.    
Kandakai and King (2002) found that pre-service and early career teachers placed in 
urban schools reported significantly lower self-efficacy in assisting students resolve conflicts 
through non-violent strategies, compared to their counterparts placed in rural and suburban 
settings.  It is further suggested that cultural differences between early career teachers and 
minority students in urban settings can create feelings of discomfort as teachers do not feel 
prepared to deal with the issues (e.g., poverty, living in violent communities, etc.) that such 
students face (Kandakai & King; D.L. Smith & Smith, 2006).  These feelings of being 
unprepared to deal with the psychosocial stressors that urban minority students are likely to face, 
may increase perceptions of early career teachers that the urban schools they are placed in are 
unsafe compared to suburban settings (Kandakai & King).  Early career teachers are the most at 
risk for attrition, with one-third of new teachers leaving within the first three years of teaching 
(D.L. Smith & Smith).  Early career teachers working in low SES urban settings have 
particularly high levels of attrition, reported as 50% in five years with an average career of three 
to five years (D.L. Smith & Smith).  Therefore, it appears that cultural differences and teacher 
perceptions regarding the impact of such cultural differences are likely to influence teacher 
outcomes.  Based on these findings it appears that preparing pre-service teachers for the 
challenges they are likely to face in the field will help them to develop appropriate expectations 
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and resource strategies at the pre-service level.  The existing research on teacher training related 
to SV and self-efficacy is discussed subsequently.           
Perceived risk of victimization.  The role of teacher perceptions has also been examined 
within the context of perceived risk for victimization as a result of SV.  Roberts et al. (2007) 
found that teachers who were victims of SV and frequently observed acts of SV had lower 
perceptions of safety at the schools they worked in, compared to other teachers who were not 
victims of violence or had not frequently observed incidences of violence.  Literature suggests 
that teachers reporting feeling unsafe in their schools is associated with higher rates of teachers 
reporting having experienced actual victimization (S.D. McMahon, et al., 2011).  Waasdorp, Pas, 
O’Brennan, and Bradshaw (2011) found that school staff who reported being victimized were 
less likely to report feeling safe, and were also less likely to report a sense of belonging at their 
schools.  The results of Wilson et al.’s (2011) study found that teachers who experienced any 
form of victimization at some point during their career were more likely to report being afraid at 
work.  Therefore, the existing research suggests that experiences with SV are likely to result in 
teacher perceptions of future risk of victimization and possible feelings of fear.        
Perceived risk of victimization may be associated with negative affect and burnout, 
similar to actual exposure to SV and victimization.  Early research showed that fear of 
victimization in urban public school teachers may serve to exacerbate other work-related stress 
and to produce anxiety (Dworkin et al., 1988).  Galand et al. (2007) found that teacher-perceived 
violence at school was related to teacher reports of anxious, depressive, and somatic symptoms.  
Wilson et al. (2011) found that fear was significantly related to physical (headaches, fatigue), 
emotional (guilt, sadness), and teacher related stress (morale, job satisfaction) symptoms.  
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Hence, perceived risk of victimization appears to be connected to risk of developing symptoms 
of burnout.      
One factor directly related to teachers’ perceptions of SV in the literature is school 
climate.  Studies show that a positive school climate and teacher views of school policies 
regarding violence as effective, were related to higher levels of teacher perceived safety and 
lower levels of teacher fear (Ricketts, 2007; Roberts et al., 2007).   Moreover, collective 
perceptions of school safety among teachers within same schools has significant effects on 
teacher perceptions of safety above and beyond individual perceptions, supporting the strong role 
of safe and positive school environments despite past individual experiences with SV (Roberts et 
al.).  Roberts et al. argues that decreased commitment of teachers to the mission of education 
resulting from fear of SV negatively impacts school climate.  Therefore, it appears that teacher 
perceptions of safety and school climate interact in a reciprocal way.  A positive school climate 
and related supportive teacher relationships serves as a protective factor against perceptions of 
risk of victimization and the possible development of burnout.   
Role expectations.  The literature reviewed suggests that teachers’ roles extend beyond 
academic instruction as they play a large role in shaping school climate through participating in 
behavior management and discipline policies, as well as responding appropriately to issues 
related to conflict that may stem from cultural misunderstandings.  Such findings bring into 
question teachers’ role expectations in regards to dealing with students’ behavioral issues.  For 
example, Mallet and Paty (1999) found that many teachers hold the belief that their 
responsibility lies in teaching classes alone and that they do not like dealing with disciplinary 
issues.  Consequently, teachers’ pre-service expectations of their role as teachers may vary 
significantly from the roles they experience when entering the field.     
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It seems likely that such a discrepancy in role expectations and actual role responsibilities 
could be a source of significant teacher stress and result in burnout.  In their review of the 
literature, Dworkin et al. (1988) reported mixed results regarding teacher role expectations 
throughout the early research, with some studies finding that teacher stress was associated with 
role ambiguity and role conflict.  However, other studies did not find an association between 
failure of the job to meet pre-service role expectations and teacher burnout (Dworkin et al.).  In 
Bon et al.’s (2006) more recent research focused on students with disabilities, teachers reported 
feeling that there is a discrepancy between protecting their rights to safety and the rights of such 
students to receive a free and appropriate education under special education law.  Teachers in the 
sample indicated that their reported feelings were mostly due to limited disciplinary options that 
can be used for such students, and such disciplinary options limiting their role in responding to 
classroom behaviors (Bon et al.).  Bon et al.’s findings suggest that there may be a discrepancy 
between teachers’ perceptions of effective and fair disciplinary policies, and the research data 
supporting the effectiveness of disciplinary models that rely on teachers being actively involved 
in student discipline and behavioral interventions. 
  Furthermore, a discrepancy between individual teachers’ feelings regarding their 
involvement in responding to SV versus their schools’ expectations that teachers become more 
involved in disciplining violent students may lead teachers to experience role conflict.  Such a 
discrepancy in role expectations could also in turn negatively affect school climate through 
teachers perceiving that leadership is not supportive of their perceived role.  Therefore, 
discontinuity between individual teacher perceptions of role expectations and those of the school 
they work in can serve to remove colleague and administrative support systems that protect 
against the negative effects associated with SV and perceived risk of victimization.     
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Conclusions regarding the research on teachers and SV.  The research reviewed in 
this section indicates that there is an overall gap in the literature addressing teachers’ experiences 
of SV (e.g., Reddy et al., 2013).  The limited research available indicates that teachers are much 
more frequently victims of SV than previously acknowledged and further research is needed to 
support these findings (i.e., S.D. McMahon et al., 2011; Wilson et al., 2011).  A small amount of 
research does exist supporting negative outcomes for teachers as a result of SV that include 
burnout and increased risk of attrition; however, only one dissertation study was found that 
supports burnout as an outcome of exposure to SV in an sample of teachers in one United States 
city (i.e., Buck, 2006) while the other few existing peer-reviewed journal studies support burnout 
as an outcome of SV in European teacher samples (e.g., Galand et al., 2007; Hastings & Bham, 
2003; Mallet & Paty, 1999).  Hence, further research is needed in this area to explore burnout as 
a potential outcome of SV for teachers across the United States. 
Moreover, just as the occurrence of SV can be contextualized using an ecological 
framework, we can do the same in terms of understanding the potential negative outcomes of SV 
for teachers.  Risk and protective factors combine in a cyclical way to facilitate or prevent 
negative outcomes for teachers who experience SV, and these teacher outcomes in turn influence 
the occurrence of future SV.  The research reviewed on teacher perceptions of self-efficacy 
related to SV and teacher perceived risk of victimization (e.g.; Bandura, 1993; Galand et al., 
2007; Pas et al., 2010; Wilson et al., 2011) suggest that these outcomes are related to additional 
negative outcomes (i.e., burnout).  The implications are that teachers must be prepared to 
prevent, respond to, and cope with SV in order to ameliorate the potential negative outcomes of 
SV for themselves.  This brings into question if teachers are adequately provided with this 
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knowledge through typical teacher training experiences.  The current state of the research on 
teacher training related to SV is discussed immediately below.      
Teacher Training   
The argument made above is that SV occurs within an ecological framework where 
individual factors combine with environmental contexts to influence outcomes.  Teachers both 
influence and are influenced by the occurrence of SV.  The preceding section asserts that teacher 
exposure to SV leads to burnout, which increases risk of SV in schools due to the negative effect 
of the symptoms of burnout on school climate and student-teacher relationships.  Moreover, the 
role that teachers play in shaping school climate and responding to students’ behavior also 
affects rates of SV.  This brings into question the training that teachers have to cope with and 
address SV, and if having such training influences teacher outcomes shown to be related to SV; 
specifically teacher perceptions of self-efficacy, perceived risk of SV victimization, and level of 
burnout.  The state of the very limited research on teacher training in areas shown to be related to 
SV, as well as the gaps in this literature, is discussed here.      
Teacher preparedness for school violence and teacher perceived need for training.  
Taken together, the research on teacher perceptions related to SV and teacher burnout suggests 
that teachers do not feel adequately prepared to address SV and related issues when entering the 
field (Kandakai & King, 2002).  The gaps in this literature base are extensive as the author of this 
dissertation found only two studies directly examining training experiences in pre-service teacher 
samples and one qualitative dissertation study using a very small sample of in-service teachers 
that noted findings related to the state of teacher training in SV.  Further, all of these studies were 
restricted geographically and one was conducted in Canada.  These studies, as well the findings 
of an exploratory study conducted by the author of this dissertation, are discussed here. 
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Kandakai and King (2002) surveyed participants’ experiences with violence-prevention 
training and found that less than 25% of individuals in the sample reported having received some 
form of such training.  According to these researchers, pre-service teachers reported that their 
universities have provided little to no training on SV prevention, including how to deal with 
student aggression.  This study examined the prevalence of SV prevention training in the sample 
through one survey item that examined the level and type of violence prevention training 
received.  Kandakai and King’s study conceptualized SV preparedness as pre-service teachers’ 
preparedness to teach non-violent strategies to students in the classroom.  They found that a 
minority of teachers in their sample received SV prevention training in decision making (31%), 
conflict resolution (27%), peer mediation (18%), and anger management (16%); with 23% of 
pre-service teachers reporting any SV prevention training overall.   
K. Craig, Bell, and Leschied (2011) surveyed 160 pre-service teachers enrolled in a one-
year university program in Canada for individuals who completed their undergraduate degree 
and were preparing to enter the teaching profession.  The focus of their study was on assessing 
attitudes of pre-service teachers regarding bullying, as well as pre-service training experiences in 
violence prevention.  Results indicated that pre-service teachers with previous training in 
violence prevention reported more confidence in managing bullying and greater concern 
regarding the need for violence intervention compared to pre-service teachers who did not have 
such previous training (K. Craig et al.).  Further, participants overall felt that their undergraduate 
education had not prepared them to respond effectively to bullying (K. Craig et al.).  K. Craig et 
al.’s findings support the existing literature suggesting that pre-service teacher training programs 
neglect training in actually handling instances of SV, and that teachers are often not prepared to 
deal with such issues when entering the field (Kandakai & King, 2002; Sela-Shayovitz, 2009).  
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In a dissertation examining urban teachers’ perceptions of SV, Church (2012) conducted 
a qualitative case study of six K to sixth grade teachers.  Church’s research questions were 
focused on assessing teachers’ knowledge addressing SV, discovering what obstacles impede 
teachers from addressing SV, and exploring how administrators might assist teachers to be 
prepared to address SV.  Church found that a theme of lack of teacher training emerged from the 
research.  Findings suggested that special education teachers were provided with additional 
support in the form of training for dealing with students with disabilities and handling students at 
risk for engaging in SV.  General education teachers in the study shared that they were not 
offered the same opportunities, and felt that this was unfair given that they too had special 
education students on their caseloads that spent the majority of the day in their classrooms.  
Teachers also expressed that they viewed in-service opportunities to learn strategies to prevent 
students from hurting one another, and knowledge of legal implications of intervening in acts of 
SV as important.  Furthermore, teachers reported that they had not received training related to 
coping skills for intervening in school violence.   
Even though Church’s study was limited to a very small sample in one metropolitan K to 
sixth grade school in the United States, the findings are important for highlighting teachers’ 
feelings of needing more support and training in order to cope with SV in their classrooms.  
These sentiments appear to echo the state of teacher training regarding SV on an international 
level.  In a commentary on interventions for bullying and SV, P.K. Smith (2011) states that 
teacher training courses still appear to be inadequate in regards to addressing SV and cites 
literature suggesting that teachers in various countries report they need more training in dealing 
with SV issues.  For example, in a study examining the implementation of a National Safe 
Schools Framework in Australia, Cross et al. (2011) found that 70% of the 453 teachers surveyed 
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reported that teachers in their schools needed more training to address bullying within the 
guidelines of the program model.  However, it should be noted that the survey did not directly 
assess the individual perceived training needs of the participants themselves.  Similarly, a survey 
of British trainee teachers in two universities revealed that students highly rated training in 
bullying as important despite both programs lacking any coursework that specifically covered the 
topic (Nicolaides, Toda, & Smith, 2002).              
 An exploratory study on teacher training related to SV was conducted by this author 
during 2010-2011 (Geissler & Lopez, 2011).  The study explored reports of SV training received 
among a small sample of 38 in-service K-12 teachers.  The majority of participants reported 
teaching in the Northeast Mid-Atlantic region of the United States.  The exploratory research 
questions for this study focused on training relevant to SV, including coping skills for prevention 
of related burnout that teachers received.  Training received was assessed across career stages in 
31 topics related to the development of SV in an ecological model.   
 The results showed that most teachers (over 90%) received some training in classroom 
and behavior management techniques, with only 5.3% and 8.1% of participants reporting not 
receiving any training at all on these topics, respectively.  Bullying, cultural diversity, and 
importance of a positive school climate were other areas in which most teachers had received 
training, with approximately 24% or less of participants reporting no training at all in these areas.  
More than 40% to almost 80% of respondents reported not receiving training at all across the 
following topics directly associated with dealing with violence in schools or preventing against 
violence in schools: Identifying potentially violent students (42%), special education law 
pertaining to suspension and expulsion of students who may exhibit aggressive behavior as a 
symptom of their disability (42%), intervening in instances of SV (43%), conflict resolution 
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strategies to be used in personal interactions with students (45%), violence prevention models 
(41%), crisis intervention in schools (47%), crisis preparedness in schools (53%), dealing with 
potentially angry or violent parents (61%), effectiveness of zero tolerance policies (71%), and 
teaching students who engage in delinquent or criminal behavior (79%).  This suggests that a 
good proportion of in-service teachers have not received training in some important areas related 
to SV.  Limitations of this research included the small sample size and restricted geographical 
area.  The current study will address these limitations by presenting results for teacher SV 
training received for a larger sample of in-service teachers across the United States. 
Teacher training related to teacher outcomes.  The majority of research addressing 
teacher training related to SV is focused on experimental training.  There is some indication in 
the SV literature that teacher training as an intervention may serve to prevent school violence on 
a school-wide level, and as a result reduce the risk for negative effects of teacher exposure to SV.  
Teacher training is a highly emphasized component in the empirically supported restorative 
justice, threat assessment, and problem-solving themed  intervention models previously 
discussed as alternatives to zero tolerance policy responses to SV (i.e., Cavanagh, 2009; Cornell 
et al., 2009; Glanzer, 2005; Sander, 2010).  Similarly, there is research support for universal 
prevention models that incorporate a teacher training component in reducing levels of SV (e.g., 
Renfro, Huebner, & Ritchey, 2003).  This line of research typically uses levels of SV as an 
outcome measure for program effectiveness.  Reduction of SV is the target of the 
prevention/intervention programs and teachers receive training in order to participate in the 
delivery of the program by incorporating elements into the classroom curriculum (e.g., Abner, 
Jones, Brown, Chaudry, & Samples, 1998).  Research does indicate that student outcomes in 
response to universal social and emotional learning programs is related to the quality of teachers 
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as program implementers, and that teachers who attended more trainings and taught more related 
lessons were rated as higher quality implementers (Reyes, Brackett, Rivers, Elbertson, & 
Salovey, 2012).        
However, there is a dearth of research that examines how teacher training related to SV 
directly impacts teachers.  The current dissertation seeks to fill in this gap in the research by 
exploring the relationship between teacher training and teacher outcomes related to SV.  The 
Kandakai and King (2002) study is the only example of a study exploring the relationship 
between non-experimental training and teacher outcomes, but is limited to pre-service teachers in 
one state.  There are a very few studies that examine how experimental SV training influences 
teacher outcomes.  Such research findings indicate that providing teachers with training on 
preventing and intervening in instances of SV was effective in increasing teacher self-efficacy in 
dealing with violence, and in their knowledge and use of such skills (Newman-Carlson & Horne, 
2004; Schultes, Stefanek, van de Schoot, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2014; Sela-Shayovitz, 2009).  
There are no studies that directly assess the impact of teacher training and perceived risk of SV; 
although there are a very few studies examining the relationship between teacher perceived risk 
of victimization and teacher experience that offer implications for teacher training (i.e., Bauman 
& Hurley, 2005; Williams & Corvo, 2005).  Only two studies address the relationship between 
teacher training and burnout related to lower levels of SV and challenging student behaviors, one 
written in French detailed in a review of the literature on the role of French school counselors in 
SV (i.e., Lassarre, Rosenet, Wawrzyniak, & Paty, 1997 as cited in Mallet & Paty, 1999) and the 
other published nearly 30 years ago (i.e., Morgan & Reinhart, 1985).  Therefore, research 
examining the relationship between teacher training in SV and teacher outcomes related to SV is 
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very much needed.  The extremely limited extant research on training in SV related to teacher 
outcomes is discussed here. 
Teacher training and self-efficacy.  As mentioned previously, Kandakai and King’s 
(2002) study also investigated teacher outcomes related to receiving violence-prevention training 
in their sample of 871 pre-service teachers enrolled in university programs in Ohio.  These 
researchers found that individuals in their sample who reported receiving such pre-service 
training were significantly more confident in their ability to teach students to use conflict-
resolution skills, refrain from fighting when they encounter conflicts, use non-violent language, 
and respect and avoid discrimination towards individuals with cultural differences than those 
participants without such pre-service training.  Further, pre-service teachers who received such 
training were significantly more likely to perceive that teaching violence-prevention skills to 
students would decrease SV and was valuable, as well as were more likely to perceive that 
preventing SV was important.  Kandakai and King note that there was no previous study at the 
time of publication that focused solely on pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy in dealing with SV 
or their level of violence-prevention training.  The three subsequently published studies located 
by this author all address the relationship between experimental training and teachers’ self-
efficacy in dealing with SV.       
Sela-Shayovitz’s (2009) research examined the relationship between SV prevention 
training and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in handling acts of SV.  In Sela-Shayovitz’s study, 
training that focused on preparing teachers to deal with verbal and physical violence among 
students was provided to a group of teachers and graduate students who completed one full year 
of student teaching experience.  The underlying assumption of the program was that it is the 
responsibility of teachers to directly respond to SV.  The program was offered on a weekly basis 
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at a college of education, although the investigator did not specify the recruitment process for 
participation or the geographical location of the study.   The training addressed multiple levels 
(i.e., micro-, classroom-, and macro-levels) of contributing factors to SV through the following 
objectives: (a) providing teachers with a broad theoretical knowledge of SV and SV prevention 
programs; (b) exploring different responses to violent students and the effectiveness of such 
approaches for different types of students; and (c) to increasing teachers’ skills in responding to 
SV (Sela-Shayovitz).   
Sela-Shayovitz’s (2009) final sample consisted of 147 participants, of which 
approximately 41% attended the teacher training program.  The training group and a control 
group of teachers were then given a survey to measure the dependent variable of perceived self-
efficacy in dealing with SV.  The survey measured three dimensions of self-efficacy: (a) personal 
teaching efficacy (PTE), or teachers’ attitudes and beliefs with respect to dealing with SV; (b) 
teachers’ efficacy in the school as an organization (TESO), or teachers’ perceptions of support 
and cooperation from the school in dealing with SV; and (c) teachers’ outcome efficacy (TOE), 
or teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy in dealing with actual violent events (Sela-
Shayovitz).  Findings indicated that TOE (self-efficacy in dealing with actual violent events) was 
significantly higher in the training group of teachers compared to the control group.  However, 
there were no differences between groups on the PTE (attitudes and beliefs in regards to dealing 
with violence) or TESO (perceptions of receiving support and cooperation from the school in 
dealing with SV) outcome measures.  These findings make the case that teachers who received 
training felt more prepared to respond to acts of SV than those who did not, despite personal 
attitudes towards dealing with violence and perceptions of support from the school in dealing 
with violence.  Sela-Shayovitz stated the need for further research to increase our understanding 
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of the effects of teacher training on teacher self-efficacy in dealing with SV due to 
methodological limitations (i.e., small sample size, exclusion of additional variables that might 
influence self-efficacy), as well as the overall lack of research examining teachers dealing with 
SV.   
 Newman-Carlson and Horne’s (2004) research examined the effectiveness of a 
manualized bullying prevention program on teachers’ knowledge and skills for intervening in 
bullying, teachers’ self-efficacy in intervening in such situations, and students’ classroom 
bullying behaviors.  The study sample consisted of 15 teachers in both the treatment training 
group and the control group, totaling a sample of 30 participants.  Teachers taught at a 
southeastern United States middle school in grades six through eight.  Recruitment occurred in 
the form of offering the training program for continuing education credit to all teachers and 
groups were formed naturally.  The treatment program specifically focused on teachers’ 
acquisition of skills, techniques, and strategies for dealing with bullying and victimization 
through instruction on the topics of bullying and victimization, recommended interventions, 
prevention strategies, stress-management techniques, and classroom activities (Newman-Carlson 
& Horne).  The treatment program was administered via two-hour workshops over three 
consecutive weeks, followed by one-hour bi-weekly psychoeducational support groups for eight 
weeks.  All participants completed pre- and post- measures assessing teachers’ knowledge and 
use of bullying intervention skills, personal teaching efficacy (i.e., sense of personal 
responsibility students’ learning and behavior), general teaching efficacy (i.e., belief that ability 
to bring about change is significantly limited by factors external to the teacher, such as home 
influences), teaching efficacy in responding to students with different behavioral presentations 
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(i.e., Average, Disruptive Behavior Disorder, Learning Disorder, Physical Complaints/Worry, 
Severe Psychopathology, Mildly Disruptive), and use of disciplinary referrals.   
Newman-Carlson and Horne (2004) found that teachers in the training group compared to 
the control group had (a) significantly higher knowledge and use of bullying interventions,       
(b) significantly higher personal teaching efficacy and teaching efficacy for responding to five 
out of seven behavioral presentations (i.e., Average, Disruptive Behavior Disorder, Learning 
Disorder, Severe Psychopathology, and Mildly Disruptive), and (c) a significant decrease in 
instances of classroom bullying measured by disciplinary referrals (Newman-Carlson & Horne).  
Therefore, the findings of this study supports teacher training as an effective means of increasing 
teachers’ knowledge and use of intervention strategies for bullying, as well as increasing their 
self-efficacy and feelings of responsibility in regards to responding to instances of bullying 
(Newman-Carlson & Horne).  The limitations of the study reported were that the intensive nature 
of the training-consultation model of the treatment may account for the significant results and not 
generalize to less intensive teacher training workshops.  In addition, the authors held multiple 
roles as investigators, creators of the bullying prevention program, trainers, and providers of 
consultation.  Therefore, Newman-Carlson and Horne stated that future research is needed to 
assess the effectiveness their program across instructors.  Given that this research was specific to 
one very detailed and intensive training model, further research is also needed to examine the 
effectiveness of teacher training received in other scenarios.    
Schultes et al.’s (2014) study examined teacher outcomes related to participating in in-
school teacher training as part of a school-based violence prevention program in Austria.  These 
researchers were focused on investigating how two aspects of program implementation, 
implementation fidelity at the school-level and participant responsiveness at the individual 
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teacher-level, influenced teacher self-efficacy to stop violence and behavior in bullying situations 
(Schultes et al.).  Schultes et al.’s sample consisted of 370 teachers across 20 secondary schools 
in Austria.  Teacher trainings were conducted with varying levels of fidelity across schools and a 
fidelity score was calculated for each school by dividing the number of actually conducted 
trainings by the number of prescribed trainings in the program curriculum.  Participant 
responsiveness was measured by rate of teacher attendance as well as post-test indication that 
they had implemented or participated in at least one program activity after the training, and 
teachers completed pre- and post-test self-report questionnaires measuring teacher attitude and 
behavior outcomes (Schultes et al.).   
Results indicated that implementation fidelity significantly predicted an increase in 
teachers’ reported self-efficacy to stop violence, but that only teachers’ with high participant 
responsiveness showed significant changes in their behavior in bullying situations (Schultes et 
al., 2014).  Schultes et al. state that their results support the importance of considering multiple 
aspects of training implementation when evaluating program effectiveness.  These researchers 
also point out that the amount of training (i.e., implementation fidelity) is likely to be influenced 
by additional variables including administration’s support of such programs, participant 
ownership, and teacher perceived responsibility in dealing with violence at school (Schultes et 
al.).  This point speaks to the discussion throughout the literature on the development of SV and 
this dissertation regarding the importance of considering the influence of various factors across 
system levels (e.g., school climate affected by administrative support of violence prevention, 
teacher role expectations regarding intervening in violence, etc.).  Therefore, it is not only 
important to take into account how such factors may influence the occurrence of SV, but how 
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they may also doubly impact the implementation of school-based violence prevention programs 
when considering the effectiveness of teacher training or program outcomes as well.     
 Teacher training and perceived risk of victimization.  As stated in the introduction to 
this section above, there is no existing research that directly examines the relationship between 
SV training and perceived risk of victimization for teachers.  However, there is literature that 
might suggest implication for training needs related to teachers’ perceived risk.  For example, 
Williams and Corvo’s (2005) research suggests that needs of teachers in regards to SV training 
may depend on the developmental point in their career.  In their study examining teacher fear of 
SV, Williams and Corvo found that pre-service teachers’ with only student teaching experiences 
were more fearful of the potential for extreme acts of SV, while in-service teachers with 
approximately three years of experience were more fearful of lower-level violence (i.e., verbal 
fights, bullying).  These researchers hypothesized that such differences between the two groups 
might be explained by experiences of in-service teachers’ witnessing lower-level violent 
behaviors escalating into more extreme forms of violence.  Williams and Corvo note that the 
implications of their findings is that a developmental approach to teacher training in strategies 
for dealing with SV is needed to ensure that teachers are provided with coping skills for what 
they fear most.   
Similarly, Bauman and Hurley (2005) found in their research on teacher attitudes 
regarding bullying that only about 50% of first-year teachers reported experiencing bullying in 
their classes, and that this sample of teachers presented as over confident in their abilities to 
respond to instances of bullying.  These investigators suggest that since this finding is 
inconsistent with the existing data of prevalence of bullying, that the sample’s lack of experience 
and over confidence may indicate that such teachers are not recognizing and attending to 
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bullying effectively in their classrooms.  Although a majority, only 60% of the sample indicated 
that they would like more training in dealing with bullying.  Such findings may support Williams 
and Corvo’s hypothesis that as teachers’ experience more low-level forms of SV, their 
knowledge and fear of associated risks increase, and that their perceived needs related to training 
changes as a result.  Although these two studies offer implications for training they do not 
investigate if teachers have actually had such training and the effects of such training on 
teachers’ perceived risk related to SV.  Therefore, research is needed to determine if actually 
having training regarding the recognition and prevention of SV risk factors influences teachers’ 
perceived risk of SV.  
Teacher training and burnout.  Research supports that teacher training targeting their 
social information processing of student behavior can assist in helping teachers to effectively 
deal with situations perceived as violent and to improve emotional responses, thereby reducing 
burnout (Mallet & Paty, 1999).  Lassarre, Rosnet, Wawrzyniak and Paty (1997, as cited in Mallet 
& Paty) provided two day training sessions to 139 participants across eight secondary schools in 
France.  The training was focused on changing teachers’ social representations of violence, 
including the most common lower levels of SV, in order to better understand the social function 
of students’ violent behaviors (Mallet & Paty).  The first day of training focused on lectures 
addressing theory of aggression and adolescent psychology, followed by workshops that allowed 
opportunity for questions and sharing of experiences; the second day was focused on more 
interactive training activities, including examining case studies and role playing.  Participants 
were given pre- and post-tests examining (a) stress perceived in different situations, (b) state-trait 
anxiety, and (c) behavioral responses to stress.  Results indicated that participants self-reported 
positive effects of training to include experiences of less stress and anxiety when facing difficult 
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situations, as well as decreasing need for social recognition, which inferred increased self-
confidence (Mallet & Paty).  Mallet and Paty note that the findings are limited in that the effects 
of training were unable to be quantified, but that the positive effects encourage further research 
to investigate what aspects of teacher training may be helpful in addressing student violent 
behavior.          
     The areas of specialization training that teachers receive may play a part in how they 
perceive working with students who demonstrate violent behaviors.  Morgan and Reinhart 
(1985) found that training in special education was related to reduced levels of teacher burnout 
for teachers working with students classified as emotionally disturbed (ED).  The sample was 
comprised of 48 teachers with varying levels of special education training, working in self-
contained classes in public schools, hospitals, and institutions (Morgan & Reinhart).   
Morgan and Reinhart also noted that teachers trained only in special education did not 
highly identify with the teaching profession, but viewed themselves more as therapeutic agents.  
This finding may lend support to the hypothesis that different pre-service specialization training 
experiences may lead to different role expectations, and that these role expectations may 
influence rates of burnout.  It is possible that teachers seeking training in special education are 
likely to see themselves working with students who present with challenging behaviors, and that 
teachers with these expectations experience less role conflict when faced with students who 
exhibit challenging behaviors compared to teachers without such training.   
It would appear that having such training would be important for all teachers given the 
increasing likelihood of general education teachers working with ED students in their classrooms 
today under IDEIA’s least restrictive environment mandate.  This is especially true given the 
suggestion by McCarthy et al. (2009) that burnout may be a result of individual teacher 
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perceptions of the balance between available resources and demands of the job discussed in the 
preceding section on prevention of teacher burnout.  Therefore, it is important to know if general 
education teachers are currently provided with sufficient training to understand and manage the 
challenging behaviors that are likely to be exhibited by some special education students and may 
serve as precursors to SV, and how having such training influences teachers’ level of potential 
related burnout.    
Conclusions regarding teacher training.  As discussed above, teacher reactions to 
student behavior and teacher emotional well-being contributes to the cycle of SV and teachers 
can influence the development of SV across ecological levels.  The general SV literature and 
research suggests that interventions targeting teachers can serve to reduce violence on a school-
wide level, and the very few studies directly looking at experimental teacher training provide 
preliminary support for this idea (i.e., Newman-Carlson & Horne, 2004).  However, very limited 
research exists exploring if teachers have actually received relevant training outside of 
experimental situations.  There is no study to date examining the prevalence of SV training 
received among in-service teachers across the United States.  The preliminary research reviewed 
(e.g., Geissler & Lopez, 2011; K. Craig et al., 2011; Kandakai & King, 2005) support 
suggestions in the literature that teachers are provided with little to no training to prepare them to 
deal with SV.  Further research is very much needed to address the extent to which teachers have 
received training related to SV, including training in topics related to the many different 
ecological and contextual factors that may serve to prevent or exacerbate the risk of SV, such as 
school climate, student-teacher relationships, and cultural sensitivity.  Since teachers may be able 
to reduce their risk of victimization by fostering the development of positive factors and 
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identifying risk factors in their schools, a relevant question for research would be to investigate 
teachers’ preparedness to prevent, respond to, and cope with SV.   
Moreover, the existing research on the relationship between teacher SV training and 
teacher outcomes related to SV is extremely limited.  While there is support that teacher training 
has resulted in increased teacher self-efficacy in responding to SV in a few studies, all but one of 
these studies involved experimental training and none of these studies explored the relationship 
between non-experimental training and in-service teachers’ self-efficacy in dealing with acts of 
SV along the continuum of violence as indicated under a comprehensive definition of SV in a 
national sample of United States teachers.  Similarly, there are no studies directly examining the 
relationship between such training and teacher perceived risk of victimization at all; and no 
recent studies examining the relationship between such training and teacher level of burnout in a 
national sample of teachers in the United States.  Therefore, a study that examines the 
relationship between non-experimental training received by teachers across the United States and 
teacher outcomes related to SV is major gap in the literature that very much needs to be 
addressed.        
As stated previously, teacher outcomes do not develop within a vacuum and are likely to 
be influenced by the ecological variables present in the environments they work in.  Just as the 
development of SV and teacher outcomes are influenced by the presence of ecological factors, 
the relationship between training experiences and teacher outcomes related to SV may vary 
depending on the presence of these ecological factors as well.  Hence, the current investigation 
will explore the relationship between teacher training and the teacher outcomes of teacher 
perceptions of SV and burnout within an ecological context.   
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Rationale for the Current Dissertation Study  
 The literature reviewed suggests that teachers play a vital role in targeting the problem of 
SV.  As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the problem of SV must be considered within 
a comprehensive definition that includes a range of behaviors and individuals involved along a 
continuum (i.e., Henry 2000, 2009).  The research discussed above suggests that teachers both 
influence and are influenced by SV through an ecological model of development.  However, as 
previously stated, there is an overall limitation in the SV literature as much fewer studies focus 
on teachers in comparison to students.  Likewise, within the limited research focusing on 
teachers and SV, there is a dearth of research addressing the influence of SV on teacher 
outcomes (i.e., perceptions related to SV and burnout).  The limited research available does 
suggest that teacher exposure to SV increases the potential for negative teacher outcomes.  
Nevertheless, much of this research consists of studies outside of the United States or is 
restricted geographically within the United States.  Therefore, more research is needed to address 
the overall gap in the SV literature focusing on teachers and to support the preliminary findings 
of negative outcomes related to SV for teachers in the United States.  
 This dissertation will address this overall gap in the SV literature and the gap in the 
literature on teacher outcomes related to SV by exploring teacher training experiences and 
teacher outcomes related to SV using an ecological framework.  The study seeks to gain much 
needed information regarding teachers’ overall perceptions and experiences related to SV, 
including perceptions of their training experiences and important ecological contributing factors 
to SV.  The ecological factors identified throughout the literature review above include exposure 
to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced teacher victimization, attrition, school 
climate, teacher role expectations, cultural differences, and perceived impact of cultural 
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differences.  The inclusion of these factors will serve not only to determine if training influences 
teacher outcomes related to SV above and beyond the presence of these factors, but if the 
interrelated nature of the relationships between factors is supported.  The goal is to contribute to 
the overall state of the limited research by providing support for previous findings, as well as 
providing support for the need to continue addressing issues related to SV within an ecological 
context.   
The current study is emphasizing the exploration of teacher training as a primary point to 
fill the gap in the literature on teachers and SV for several reasons.  First, although teacher 
training is indicated as an implication of the general SV research, based on the literature review 
above there is no existing research that analyzes the current state of pre-service education and in-
service professional development training for teachers across the United States in areas related to 
prevention and intervention regarding school violence, including acquisition of skills that may 
prevent teacher victimization or assist in coping with experiences of SV.  While the research 
reviewed for this dissertation shows that receiving training in experimental situations was 
effective in increasing teachers’ self-efficacy in responding to SV and decreasing acts of SV, we 
do not know if teachers are routinely being provided with such training outside of experimental 
situations.  Moreover, we do not know if receiving such previous training through typical, non-
experimental situations influences self-efficacy in responding to various acts of SV along the 
comprehensive continuum at subsequent points in teachers’ careers.  Given the significant lack 
of research looking at teacher training and SV, there are also no research findings related to how 
such training influences in-service teacher perceived risk of victimization and almost no research 
findings related to how such training influences in-service teacher levels of burnout.  Therefore, 
we really do not know how well prepared teachers are to deal with SV in practice and if those 
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who are provided with more training show improved teacher outcomes related to SV.  These 
questions are important to answer because they can identify needs and inform teacher training 
models that may improve teacher outcomes in the future and result in prevention of SV. 
Further, in addition to the lack of knowledge regarding the state of teacher training in SV, 
we do not know teachers’ perceptions of the utility of such training, their training needs, and how 
training may have assisted them in dealing with SV throughout their careers.  Similarly, we do 
not know if teachers recognize their potential impact on SV related to their possible influence on 
various ecological factors that perpetuate the cyclical development of SV, which could inform 
the need for teacher training in SV to include instruction regarding ecological development.  
Since we know so little about this topic, this study will aim to explore information relevant to 
teachers’ thoughts and perceptions about their training experiences, as well as their beliefs 
regarding important contributing factors for SV, to generate future research questions.        
 This study will seek to answer both exploratory and confirmatory research questions.  
The major exploratory questions are as follows: (a) How much training have teachers in the 
sample received on topics relevant to SV?; (b) What type of training did they receive (i.e., pre-
service training, employer professional development, self-sought training, and/or mandatory 
certification course)?; (c) Have teachers received any training on topics related to SV that they 
feel has helped them to feel more confident in responding to SV, influenced their feelings of 
safety and potential risk of victimization in the workplace, and/or helped them to manage work-
related stress?; (d) If teachers have received such training, what aspects of this training was most 
helpful to them (i.e., specific content, length of training, quality/experience of the trainer, point 
of career in which the training was received, relevancy of the training to real life scenarios in 
their schools, opportunity to practice skills during training, etc.)?; (e) What experiences of SV 
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were the most stressful for teachers during their careers, and how do they feel that training did or 
could have helped them to deal with the event?; and (f) What factors or variables do teachers 
perceive as most contributing to school violence?.    
The major confirmatory research questions for the current research study are as follows: 
(a) What is the relationship between training and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in responding 
to SV?; (b) What is the relationship between training and teachers’ perceived risk of being a 
victim of SV?; and (c) What is the relationship between training and teachers’ level of burnout?.  
The hypotheses for these research questions are as follows: (1) Teachers with more training in 
areas related to SV will have higher levels of self-efficacy in responding to SV; (2) Teachers 
with more training in areas related to SV will have lower perceived risk of victimization; and   
(3) Teachers with more training in areas related to SV will have lower rates of burnout, as 
measured by the three dimensions of burnout, teachers with more training will have (a) lower 
levels of emotional exhaustion, (b) lower levels of depersonalization, and (c) higher levels of 
personal accomplishment.  For each hypothesis the following ecological factors will be 
considered to address the complicated nature of SV occurring within an ecological context: (a) 
exposure to SV, (b) exposure to teacher victimization, (c) experienced teacher victimization, (d) 
attrition related to SV, (e) school climate, (f) teacher role expectations, (g) cultural differences, 
and (h) impact of cultural differences.  The major exploratory and confirmatory research 
questions outlined above will be the first attempt to gain information about teacher training 
related to SV and the relationship between such training to teacher outcomes related to SV in a 
national sample of in-service teachers in the United States.     
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Chapter 3: Method 
 This chapter reviews the methodology and instrumentation used for this study.  The 
demographic information for individual teachers who participated in the study and the reported 
characteristics of their schools of employment are presented.  Next, the instruments created and 
selected to measure teacher training, perceptions of SV, exposure to SV, school climate, role 
expectations, perceptions of cultural similarity/dissimilarity from students, and burnout variables 
are discussed.  The methods used for participant recruitment and selection are described.  Last, 
the statistical analyses chosen for data analyses are reviewed. 
Participants 
 Teacher demographics.  A total of 400 participants responded to the survey questions.  
After performing a missing data analysis to eliminate participants with insufficient data, 281 
participants were included in the final sample. Further information regarding the missing data 
analysis procedures can be found in Chapter 4.  The total final sample was mostly female 
(78.6%) and identified as Caucasian or White (90%).  Participants age 24 to 72 responded from 
various geographical regions across the entire United States.  Statistics published by the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) estimating the distribution of teachers in the U.S. for 
2011-2012 show that 76.3% of public school teachers and 74.8% of private school teachers 
surveyed were female, while 28.9% of public school teachers were age 30-39 and 25.1% of 
public school teachers were age 40-49 (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).  Therefore, the 
demographic data for the current sample were generally consistent in terms of gender and age.  
The current sample had a higher rate of Caucasian participants compared to the national estimate 
of public school teachers (i.e., 81.9% Caucasian, 6.8% Black, and 7.8% Hispanic; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2013).  Table 2 summarizes the participants’ demographic data. 
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Table 2 
Summary of Participants’ Demographic Data 
Demographics Frequency Percent 
Gender   
Female 221 78.6 
Male 59 21.0 
No Response 1   0.4 
Age   
20-30 27  9.6 
31-40 74 26.3 
41-50 70 24.9 
Over 50 102 36.3 
No Response 8  2.8 
Race/Ethnicity   
Caucasian/White 253 90.0 
African American 9  3.2 
Hispanic 2  0.7 
Asian 3  1.1 
Native American/ 
Alaskan Native 
5  1.8 
Multiracial 8  2.8 
No Response 1  0.4 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency Percent 
Geographic Area   
Northeast- New England 42                    14.9 
Northeast-Mid-Atlantic 28                    10.0 
Midwest- East North Central 20  7.1 
Midwest- West North Central 67 23.8 
South- South Atlantic 26 9.3 
South-East South Central 6  2.1 
South- West South Central 64 22.8 
West- Mountain 14   5.0 
West- Pacific 14   5.0 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample. 
Table 3 shows that teachers in the sample reported having a range of experience teaching 
in a school setting from 1 to 43 years, with an average of 14 years.  A total of 18.2% of 
participants in the current sample reported they have been teaching for over 20 years compared 
to 21.3% of public school teachers and 21.4% of private school teachers surveyed for the NCES 
national data (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).  The majority of participants (208, 74.0%) 
reported completing a graduate degree.  There were three participants who indicated “Other” and 
whose responses did not allow sufficient information to aggregate into one of the other 
categories of degree level.  These responses included two teachers who indicated holding a 
Nationally Board Certified Teacher credential and one who specified currently pursuing a 
doctorate degree.  The NCES data available indicated that 56.4% of public school teachers and 
43.1% of private school teachers surveyed in their nationally representative sample had a 
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Master’s degree or higher (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).  Therefore, the sample for the 
current study was close to the national estimate for years of experience, but may have included 
teachers with higher levels of education than the national average.  
   Participants were asked to indicate in what type of degree program they received their 
teacher preparation.  The specific combinations of programs reported by teachers who indicated 
more than one training program are broken down in Table 3.  Overall, the majority of 
participants (76.1%) received their teacher preparation in a bachelor’s and/or master’s level 
training program.  A number of teachers (22.7 %) chose more than one option, indicating that 
they received their teacher preparation training across multiple programs. 
 In regards to type of certification, 224 teachers (79.7%) reported having certification as 
general education teachers, 19 (6.8%) as special education teachers, and 35 (12.5%) as dually 
certified in general and special education.  Therefore, the total number of participants certified in 
special education was 54 (19.3%).  Teachers reported having certification at various grade levels 
and some reported holding multiple certifications.  The majority of teachers (189, 67.2%) 
reported holding tenure at their current schools of employment.  
Table 3 
Summary of Participants’ Experience and Credentials in Teaching 
Demographics Frequency % 
Years Teaching   
Less than 5 39 13.9 
5-10 80 28.5 
11-20 108 38.4 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency % 
21-30 36 12.8 
31-40 14   5.0 
More than 40 1   0.4 
No Response 3   1.1 
Highest Degree Completed   
Bachelor’s 70 24.9 
Master’s 105 37.4 
Master’s Plus ≤ 30  79 28.1 
Specialist 8   2.8 
Doctorate 16   5.7 
Other 3   1.1 
Teacher Preparation Program   
Bachelor’s  108  38.4 
Bachelor’s/Master’s Combined Program 11    3.9 
Post Bachelor’s Certification  25    8.9 
Master’s  49 17.4 
Alternative Route  23   8.2 
Bachelor’s/Master’s/Doctorate Programs 1   0.4 
Bachelor’s/Master’s/Post Bachelor’s Certification 
Programs  
4   1.4 
Bachelor’s/Master’s/Alternative Route Programs  2   0.7 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency % 
Bachelor’s/Master’s Programs 46 16.4 
Post Bachelor’s Certification/Alternative Route 
Programs 
1   0.4 
Post Bachelor’s Certification/Master’s Programs 5   1.8 
Bachelor’s/Alternative Route Programs 3   1.1 
Bachelor’s/Post Bachelor’s Certification Programs 1   0.4 
No Response 2   0.7 
Certification Held   
General Education (K-12) 44 15.7 
General Education (Elementary)  31 11.0 
General Education  (Secondary) 65 23.1 
General Education (Various subjects or grades 
specified) 
41 14.6 
General Education (Multiple Certifications) 43 15.3 
Special Education (K-12) 16   5.7 
Special Education (Elementary) 1   0.4 
Special Education (Secondary) 2   0.7 
Dual Certification General Education and Special 
Education 
35 12.5 
None 2   0.7 
No Response 1   0.4 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency % 
Tenure   
Yes 189 67.2 
No 90 32.0 
No Response 2   0.8 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample.    
 Table 4 shows the type and size of classes taught by participants.  Teachers in the sample 
varied in terms of the kinds of classes they reported teaching, with 145 (51.6%) teaching general 
education classes only and 121 teachers (43.1%) teaching at least one special education class.  
Teachers were asked to indicate how many students were in the classes they taught at the time of 
the survey.  If they taught multiple classes, they were asked to indicate a range in the number of 
students per class they taught.  The number of students in the largest class that teachers reported 
teaching ranged from 5 to 120 students.  The mean and median numbers of students in the largest 
class taught by teachers in the sample were both approximately 25 students.  The majority of 
teachers’ (172, 61.2%) largest class had 21 to 30 students.  A number of teachers specified 
teaching multiple sections of classes with approximately 25 students, suggesting they come into 
contact with approximately 100 students or more per day in their classes.  Two of three teachers 
with the highest number of students in their largest classes (65 to 120 students) specified in their 
answer that they taught band and this number was the number of students in the daily full band 
class.  See Table 4 for a more detailed description of class sizes taught by participants.      
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Table 4 
Type and Size of Classes Taught by Participants 
Demographics  Frequency % 
Class Type   
General Education 145 51.6 
Special Education Self-Contained 8   2.8 
Special Education Other 2   0.7 
Inclusion or Collaborative (General and Special 
Education Combined Classroom) 
11  3.9 
Individual or Small Group Instruction 8  2.8 
Multiple Types with Special Education 100              35.6 
Multiple Types with No Special Education 5  1.8 
No Response 2  0.7 
Largest Class Size   
5-10 22 7.8 
11-15 17 6.0 
16-20 26  9.3 
21-25 91 32.4 
26-30 81 28.8 
31-35 28 10.0 
36-40 8   2.8 
41-50 3   1.1 
  (continued) 
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Demographics  Frequency % 
51 or higher 3   1.1 
No Response 2   0.7 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample. 
 Participants reported teaching various grade levels, with many teachers reporting 
teaching multiple grades.  Slightly over one-third of the sample (99, 35.2%) reported teaching 
one grade only.  The majority of teachers (181, 64.4%) reported teaching students in multiple 
grades.  The number of different grades taught and the grade levels taught by teachers in the 
sample are displayed in Table 5.  Participants who indicated teaching pre-kindergarten were 
retained in the sample as four of these seven participants reported teaching multiple grades and 
all reported teaching in buildings housing multiple grades.  A description of grades housed in the 
participants’ school buildings are detailed in a subsequent section exploring the demographics of 
the buildings. 
Table 5 
Number of Grades and Grade-Level Taught by Participants 
Demographics Frequency % 
No. of Grades    
One 99 35.2 
Two 49 17.4 
Three 51 18.1 
Four 54 19.3 
Five 6  2.1 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency % 
Six 10  3.6 
Seven 7  2.5 
Eight 2  0.7 
Nine 1  0.4 
Ten 1  0.4 
No Response 1  0.4 
Grades   
Pre-Kindergarten  7  2.5 
Kindergarten 14  5.0 
1
st
  25  8.9 
2
nd
   23  8.2 
3
rd
  24  8.6 
4
th
   22  7.8 
5
th
   34 12.1 
6
th
   53 18.9 
7
th
   65 23.1 
8
th
   62 22.1 
9
th
   86 30.6 
10
th
  103 36.7 
11
th
 113 40.2 
12
th
 108 38.4 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency % 
No Response 1   0.4 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample.  Percent of grades taught by 
participants exceeds 100% due to participants teaching multiple grades. 
 Teachers’ school buildings demographics.  The majority of teachers in the sample 
reported working in one building (266, 94.7%), while 15 teachers (5.3%) reported working in 
more than one building.  The majority of teachers working in multiple buildings reported that all 
buildings they worked in were in the same school district or organization (14, 93.3%).  Of the 
teachers working in multiple buildings, 11 (73.3%) reported working in 2 buildings, 2 (13.3%) 
reported working in 3 buildings, and 2 (13.3%) reported working in 4 or more buildings.  
 Teachers who participated in the study reported working a range of less than one year to 
33 years in their current school(s) of employment, with an average of approximately 8.5 years.  
The majority of participants (64.8%) reported working in their current buildings ten years or less.  
A more detailed description of the length of employment in participants’ current schools can be 
found in Table 6. 
 The majority of teachers in the sample reported working in public schools, with 253 
(90%) of all teachers, including all teachers working in multiple buildings, choosing this option.  
Only one teacher who indicated working in multiple buildings chose a second option of “Other,” 
specifying also teaching “Early college on a four year university campus.”  The distribution of 
teachers working in nonpublic school settings can be found in Table 6.  A total of 3 teachers 
(1.2%) chose the “Other” option without indicating if the settings were publicly or privately 
funded.  Of these participants 2 (0.8%) specified teaching in juvenile detention centers and 1 
participant (0.4%) indicated teaching “high school e-learning through a university.”  All teachers 
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working in multiple buildings chose only one option for the type of community setting of their 
schools of employment.  Teachers choosing the “Other” option reported working in a small 
towns (3, 1.1%), small cities (1, 0.4%), and suburban settings “with inner city demographics” (1, 
0.4%). 
Table 6 
School Building Demographics 
Demographics Frequency % 
Years Current School(s)   
Less than 5 102 36.3 
5-10 80 28.5 
11-20 72 25.6 
21-30 17  6.0 
31-35 2  0.7 
Response Omitted
a 
2  0.7 
No Response 6  2.1 
School Type   
Public 253                    90.0 
Charter 8 2.8 
Private 10 3.6 
Religious 6 2.1 
Other 3 1.2 
No Response 1 0.4 
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Demographics Frequency % 
School Community Setting   
Urban 83 29.5 
Rural 80 28.4 
Suburban 111 39.4 
Other 5  1.8 
No Response 2  0.7 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample. 
a 
Response omitted due to contradictory or off-topic response 
 A number of survey items were designed to gain information about the student 
population served in participants’ buildings of employment.  The majority of teachers (191, 
68%) reported working in settings serving both general and special education students.  Fewer 
teachers reported working in special education only settings compared to general education only 
settings (see Table 7).  A small number of participants (5, 1.8%) selected working in an 
alternative or specialized program without indicating if the program served special education 
students, general education students, or both.    
A total of 49 participants (17.5%) indicated that they either worked in an alternative or 
specialized program, or that one was housed in their school building.  A description of such 
programs can be found in Table 7.  These participants were asked to specify their programs in an 
open-ended response.  It should be kept in mind that such categories are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive and were created to provide a general sense of the different kinds of student 
populations that teachers taught.   
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Table 7 
Student Population Taught- Setting Type 
Demographics Frequency % 
Academic Areas   
General Education  73          26.0  
Special Education  8 2.8 
General and Special Education 191          68.0 
Specialized Setting Services Not Specified 5 1.8 
No Response 4 1.5 
Alternative or Specialized Setting
 
  
Unclear Responses 
 
6 2.1 
Intensive Special Needs or Therapeutic 4 1.4 
Religious or Gender Specific 2 0.7 
Alternative Setting, At-Risk Youth, Drop-Out 
Prevention, Teenage Parents 
11 3.9 
Disciplinary Site or Juvenile Detention 3 1.1 
Developmental Disabilities 2 0.7 
Inclusion or Collaborative  3 1.1 
Emotional or Behavioral Disabilities 13 4.6 
Gifted 1 0.4 
Hearing Impaired 1 0.4 
Emotional/Behavioral/Developmental Disabilities 3 1.1 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the total sample. 
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Teachers were also asked to indicate all grades taught in their schools of employment in 
order to obtain further information regarding the characteristics of the student populations they 
come in contact with outside of their classrooms.  Fewer participants reported working in 
buildings housing pre-kindergarten (21.4%) compared to higher grades.  A range of 27.8% to 
34.5% reported working in buildings that housed kindergarten to 5
th
 grades for each grade; while 
37.0% to 37.4% reported working in buildings housing grades 6
th
 to 8
th 
for each grade.  The 
majority of participants reported working in buildings that housed grades 9
th
 to 12
th
 for each 
grade (48.8% to 50.5%).    
 Participants were asked to estimate the percentage of students in their schools receiving 
free or reduced lunch in effort to gather information regarding the socioeconomic status of the 
students served.  A total of 26.7% of teachers reported working in a building where 75% to 
100% of students received a free or reduced lunch, inferring that the majority of students served 
in these buildings were from families with low socio-economic status.  Over 40% of participants 
reported working in buildings where 25% to 75% of students received a free or reduced lunch, 
while almost one-third reported working in buildings where less than 25% of students received a 
free or reduced lunch.  Table 8 displays a summary of teachers’ estimates of students receiving a 
free or reduced lunch program in their school(s) of employment. 
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Table 8 
Percentage of Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch 
Demographics Frequency %
a 
Less than 5% 21  7.5 
5-15% 25  7.9 
15-25% 47 16.7 
25-50% 55 19.6 
50-75% 74 26.3 
75-100% 75 26.7 
No Response 5  1.8 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample.  
a
Percent of total sample.  
   Participants were also asked to estimate the percentages of students representing different 
racial or ethnic groups served in their buildings.  Over one-third of the sample reported working 
in buildings where the majority of students (75 to 100%) were Caucasian.   Over one-third of the 
sample reported working in buildings serving very few (less than 5%) minority students, such as 
African-American or Hispanic students.  Fewer than 10% of the sample reported working in a 
building where the majority of students (75% to 100%) were minority students.  The remainder 
of the sample reported varying degrees of diversity in their buildings.  Table 9 displays the 
estimated racial and ethnic proportions reported by teachers in the sample.   
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Table 9 
Students’ Race and Ethnicity 
Demographics Frequency %
a 
Caucasian   
Less than 5% 25 8.9 
5-15% 27 9.6 
15-25% 21 7.5 
25-50% 48 17.1 
50-75% 64 22.8 
75-100% 109 38.8 
No Response 8 2.8 
African American/Black   
Less than 5% 120 42.7 
5-15% 65 23.1 
15-25% 26 9.3 
25-50% 35 12.5 
50-75% 15 5.3 
75-100% 19 6.8 
No Response 20 7.1 
Hispanic/Latino   
Less than 5% 106 37.7 
5-15% 80 28.5 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency %
a 
15-25% 29 10.3 
25-50% 34 12.1 
50-75% 17 6.0 
75-100% 8 2.8 
No Response 28 10.0 
Asian/Asian American   
Less than 5% 170 60.5 
5-15% 47 16.7 
15-25% 12  4.3 
25-50% 4  1.4 
No Response 69                    24.6 
Pacific Islander   
Less than 5% 170 60.5 
5-15% 14   5.0 
25-50% 1   0.4 
No Response 117 41.6 
Native American/Alaskan Native   
Less than 5% 167 59.4 
5-15% 21   7.5 
15-25% 5   1.8 
25-50% 10   3.6 
  (continued) 
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Demographics Frequency %
a 
50-75% 1   0.4 
No Response 98 34.9 
Other   
Less than 5% 97 34.5 
5-15% 8   2.8 
15-25% 3   1.1 
50-75% 1   0.4 
No Response 193 68.7 
Note.  A total of 281 participants were included in the final sample.  
a
Percent of total sample.  
Instruments 
For this study, two main instruments were used for data collection.  These were the 
Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) survey (Geissler & Lopez, 2011) and the Maslach 
Burnout Inventory (MBI-ES; Maslach et al., 1986).  These instruments were combined into one 
online survey using SurveyMonkey.   
Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) survey.  A survey was developed and piloted 
for this study by conducting a thorough review of the existing literature.  Survey creation was 
guided by Dillman et al.’s (2009) Tailored Design Method.  Dr. Dorothy Espelage, a SV 
researcher and the chair of the APA Classroom Violence Directed Against Teachers Task Force, 
was consulted and provided feedback regarding the survey content.   
The TEV survey is designed to measure (a) teachers’ perceptions of school violence, with 
separate scales measuring perceived risk of victimization (Risk) and perceptions of self-efficacy 
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in dealing with violent behavior (Self-Efficacy); (b) experiences of exposure to school violence, 
with separate scales measuring general acts of school violence known of or witnessed in school 
(Exposure to School Violence), teacher victimization known of or witnessed in school (Exposure 
to Teacher Victimization), experiences of personal victimization from acts of school violence 
(Experienced Teacher Victimization), and attrition from teacher positions related to violence 
(Attrition); (c) past training experiences in areas potentially related to school violence and/or 
teacher burnout, measured by one scale (Total Training) that is comprised of five subscales, four 
of which differentiate training on topics received in Pre-service Training, Employer Professional 
Development, Self-Sought Training, and Mandatory Certification Courses aggregating in the 
total score, and one subscale providing an option that training was not received in the item-stem 
area; (d) a School Climate scale with higher scores indicating a more positive school climate; (e) 
a Role Expectations scale with higher scores indicating teaching experiences aligning with pre-
service role expectations; and (f) perceptions of cultural similarities/differences from students, 
with one scale measuring perceived differences in culture from the student population (Cultural 
Difference) and one scale measuring the impact of such perceived differences on aspects of 
teaching and relationships with students (Impact of Cultural Differences). 
A breakdown of the 11 TEV scales, including the number of scale items, response 
options, and units of measurement, is summarized in Table 10.   All scales, with the exception of 
Total Training, are in a Likert scale format.  The Total Training scale is in the form of a matrix 
with options for the respondent to indicate for each item whether they have received training in 
that topic area across as many of the four training types as applicable or if they have not received 
that topic of training at all.  There are a total of 170 items for the 11 TEV scales.   
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Table 10 
Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) Scales  
Scale No. of Items Response Options and Units of Measurement 
Risk 14 Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often, Almost All of 
the Time (Range of 0-4; respectively) 
Self-Efficacy 15 Not Confident at All, Slightly Confident, 
Somewhat Confident, Confident, Very Confident 
(Range of 0-4; respectively) 
Exposure to School 
Violence 
16 Never, Once, A Few Times (2-3 Times), Several 
Times (4 or More Times) (Range of 0-3; 
respectively) 
Exposure to Teacher 
Victimization 
21 Never, Once, A Few Times (2-3 Times), Several 
Times (4 or More Times) (Range of 0-3; 
respectively) 
Experienced Teacher 
Victimization 
26 Never, Once, A Few Times (2-3 Times), Several 
Times (4 or More Times) (Range of 0-3; 
respectively) 
Attrition 10 Not at All True, Somewhat True, Completely 
True (Range of 0-2; respectively) 
School Climate 21  Yes, I Am Not Sure, No (Scored 1, 0, -1; 
respectively)
a
                                             
  (continued) 
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Scale No. of Items Response Options and Units of Measurement 
Role Expectations 5 Do Not Agree at All, Somewhat Agree, Mostly 
Agree, Completely Agree (Range of 0-3; 
respectively) 
Cultural Difference 5 Yes, I Am Not Sure, No (Scored 1, 0, -1; 
respectively) 
Impact of Cultural 
Difference 
6 Do Not Agree at All, Somewhat Agree, Mostly 
Agree, Completely Agree (Range of 0-3; 
respectively) 
Total Training 31 Check all that apply: Not at All
c
, In My Pre-
Service Training, Through Employer Arranged 
Professional Development, Through Self-Sought 
Professional Development, and Through a 
Mandatory Certification Course (Each option 
scored as 1 for checked, 0 for not checked, score 
for each item on Total Training range is 0-4) 
a
 Three items reversed coded. 
b 
One subscale for each response option. 
c
 Not included in 
calculation of Total Training Scale items. 
An additional eight items regarding training experiences and experiences with school 
violence were added to the TEV following the initial pilot in order to enrich understanding of 
teacher training and experiences related to SV.  These items have a mix of provided response 
options and open-ended questions to aid in gathering information for exploratory analysis.  
110 
 
 
 
  
1
1
0
 
 
Survey logic directed participants to answer only one of two items depending upon their answer 
to a previous item; therefore, participants were presented with seven of the eight items to answer.   
The TEV survey also includes demographic items pertaining to participants’ schools and 
classrooms, as well as personal characteristics.  There are two versions of school demographic 
items, one for participants teaching in a single building (consisting of 12 items) and one for 
participants teaching in multiple buildings (consisting of 14 items), following one item asking 
participants if they worked in one building or multiple buildings at the beginning of the survey.  
Seven items measuring personal demographics are located at the end of the survey and include 
items pertaining to variables such as participants’ race/ethnicity, age, education, and years of 
experience.  The demographic items were used to describe the sample as detailed in the 
Participants section of this chapter.  Therefore, in total participants were presented with either 
197 or 199 out of 212 items to answer on the TEV.  All survey items are included in Appendix 
A. 
The TEV survey was piloted in three phases.  First, seven colleagues of the primary 
investigator who are in the teaching profession were asked to complete the survey and were 
interviewed for their feedback to the survey items.  This feedback was used to ensure survey 
clarity and organization.  Generally, the feedback confirmed that the survey was clear and 
minimal changes were made.  In phase two, the survey was given to 38 participants as part of a 
pilot study.  There were some changes made to the survey following the pilot study.  These 
included (a) adding eight items to answer exploratory research questions, (b) adding the separate 
set of school demographic items for teachers working in multiple buildings, and (c) moving the 
personal demographic items to the end of the survey.  There were no changes made to items 
comprising the 11 scales measured by the TEV.  In phase three, six colleagues of the primary 
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investigator who are in the teaching profession were asked to take the survey and provide 
feedback to ensure that the changes made did not alter the clarity or organization of the survey 
prior to dissertation data collection.  The feedback received was that the survey was clear and no 
additional changes were made.  The teachers who participated in all three phases are not 
participants in the current study and their survey responses are not included in the results section 
of this investigation.      
The reliability of the TEV scales was investigated as part of the pilot research project.  
According to Guttman (1945), Guttman’s lambda 2 (2) coefficient may be a better estimate of 
reliability compared to alpha (), which is typically reported as the reliability estimate.  
Therefore, both reliability coefficients 2 and 3 () were used for interpretation in the 
reliability analysis.  A reliability coefficient of .7 or .8 is acceptable for  (Field, 2009).  Based 
on this interpretation of the reliability estimates, all scales on the TEV have adequate reliability 
properties for the overall scales, with 2 coefficients ranging from .75-.97 and  coefficients 
ranging from .73-.97 for the pilot study sample.  A second reliability analysis performed with the 
data from the current dissertation sample found consistent results of adequate reliability with 2 
coefficients ranging from .75-.95 and  coefficients ranging from .75-.95.  The reliability 
coefficients for the TEV scales are summarized in Appendix B.   
Corrected Item-Total Correlation values were calculated and interpreted for each item 
comprising each of the scales.  According to Field (2009), values less than .3 indicate that a 
particular item may not correlate well with the scale overall.  Appendix C displays the Corrected 
Item-Total Correlation (CI-CT) values for each scale of the TEV, as well as the value for 
Cronbach’s Alpha if an Item is Deleted (i.e., representing the improvement in alpha if that item 
was removed from the scale).  The latter value is included here in consideration of the gain in 
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reliability versus the loss in validity in removal of an item for the scale.  Given the nature of 
violence and victimization research, small incidences of occurrence in regards to some items is 
likely and removal of such items may lead to the loss of valuable information despite low 
correlations with the overall scale scores.  As the data in Appendix C show, for items with lower 
than desired Corrected Item-Total Correlation values, the gain in  demonstrated by the 
Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted value largely do not appear to substantially increase  to a 
value warranting deletion of the item in most cases.      
Maslach Burnout Inventory.  Burnout was measured using the Maslach Burnout 
Inventory (MBI-ES; Maslach et al., 1986).  The MBI-ES is a 22 item survey that measures 
burnout specifically for educators.  The MBI-ES contains three scales yielding separate scores.  
These are Emotional Exhaustion (fatigue or stress), Depersonalization (feelings of callousness or 
indifference in regard to students), and Personal Accomplishment (feelings of enthusiasm and 
effectiveness in working with people).  It should be noted that higher scores on the Emotional 
Exhaustion and Depersonalization scales are indicative of higher levels of burnout, while lower 
scores on the Personal Accomplishment scales are indicative of higher levels of burnout.  
Reviewers report adequate reliability, fairly high internal consistency within scales, and 
moderate test retest reliability considered appropriate for scales measuring change over time (R. 
Fitzpatrick, 2005).  The manual reports Cronbach alpha estimates ranging from .88 to .90 for the 
Emotional Exhaustion scale, .74 to .76 for the Depersonalization scale, and .72 to .76 for the 
Personal Accomplishment scales (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).  A review of the MBI-ES 
shows that the validity of the instrument is supported by factor analytic studies confirming the 
three-factor structure of the scale (R. Fitzpatrick).  
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Procedures 
The TEV survey and the MBI-ES (Maslach et al, 1986) combined SurveyMonkey 
questionnaire was administered to participants via the internet.  Dillman et al.’s (2009) Tailored 
Design Method was used to guide recruitment and invitations were posted through multiple 
methods.  Participants were recruited via email distribution lists, online community forums and 
blogs, or print advertisements posted through university graduate programs in education, teacher 
professional organizations (i.e., National Science Teachers Association [NSTA], National 
Council of Teachers of English [NCTE], National Association of Special Education Teachers 
[NASET], Computer Using Educators [CUE], National Network for Child Care, The New York 
Academy of Sciences [NYAS]) and state affiliates of national teacher organizations (Education 
Minnesota, Massachusetts Teacher Association, Missouri National Education Association, New 
Mexico Education Association, Oklahoma Education Association), and school districts who 
agreed to posting or forwarding the invitation to participate in the study.  In some cases, this 
included postings to organizations’ social media web pages (i.e., Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter, 
etc.) by either the primary investigator with the approval of the organization or directly by an 
organization employee.  The invitation was also posted on accessible social media teacher 
networking group pages and teacher websites (i.e., Teacher’s Lounge on LinkedIn, Teach-
nology).   
All postings on social media sites and other online forums consisted of the IRB approved 
recruitment invitation to participate in the research study and the link to the questionnaire in 
SurveyMonkey.  Members on such sites had the option to choose to participate in the anonymous 
survey by clicking on the link to be redirected to SurveyMonkey.  There was no connection 
between participants’ information on any website to their survey responses.   The only data 
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collected for the study was the data collected in SurveyMonkey and no data were collected from 
any other site.   
A snowball effect method of recruitment was used in that the recruitment invitations 
indicated that the invitation could be forwarded to additional teachers known by study 
participants (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).  Other more general electronic distribution methods 
(e.g., emails to colleagues of the primary investigator requesting that the recruitment email be 
forwarded to teachers known by distribution list members) were also used.  The recruitment 
invitation contained an introductory statement and description of the research project, as well as 
the SurveyMonkey link to the combined TEV survey and the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986; see 
Appendix D).  A statement of participants’ rights and informed consent was included on the first 
page of the survey.     
To be eligible to participate, participants needed to be currently employed as a teacher 
and at least 21 years of age.  Eligible participants were invited to enter a raffle drawing for one of 
five $200 Amazon.com gift certificates, with an approximate one-in-fifty probability of winning, 
as an incentive to participate.  Participants were required to separately contact the primary 
investigator via email if they opted to participate in the drawing to ensure preservation of 
anonymity.   
Data Analyses 
IBM’s SPSS Statistical Software- Version 21 (2012) was used for data analysis.  Data 
was exported from SurveyMonkey directly into SPSS, then organized, and aggregated where 
applicable in order to run operations at the variable level.  SPSS was used to run frequencies and 
percentages of all demographic variables.  The data analyses procedures for exploratory research 
questions and confirmatory quantitative research questions are described in greater detail below.   
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Data analysis for exploratory research questions.  Data analysis procedures included 
calculating frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations of scale scores for the TEV 
scales and the MBI-ES (Maslach et al, 1986) to provide information about the prevalence of 
measured variables in the sample.  Percentages and descriptive analyses at the individual item-
level were performed and are provided where relevant.  Last, bi-variate Pearson correlations 
between all variables were performed to determine if relationships exist in support of the 
proposed interrelated, ecological framework used.   
For open-ended items, the content of responses were analyzed to generate themes 
regarding teachers’ experiences with training and SV.  The analysis for the open-ended questions 
was conducted in two phases.  The first phase was the development of a coding manual to guide 
content analysis categorization and the second phase was the actual coding of the data into 
categories using an interrater process.     
The first phase involved the primary investigator creating separate coding systems for 
each of the six open-ended survey items.  These coding systems included the development of 
categories and rules for coding based upon themes identified in the open-ended responses.  
Creswell’s (2009) first three steps for analyzing textual data in qualitative research were 
followed: (1) the data were organized and prepared for analysis by using SPSS to run frequencies 
for each open-ended item and scanning the print out to ensure all information was present; (2) all 
data was reviewed for each item to obtain a general sense and overall meaning of the 
information; (3) the individual text responses were used to generate coding categories.   
The traditional social science approach offered by Creswell (2009) was adopted to allow 
codes to emerge from the text in order to preserve the responses and views provided by 
participants, as well as to adhere to the exploratory intent of including the open-ended questions 
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in the study.  The codes were then used to perform a quantitative content coding analysis of the 
open-ended responses.  Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) state that using frequency counts to code 
categories is a typical method used in content analysis. 
Woike’s (2007) guide for content coding of open-ended items was used to determine 
rules for the unit of analysis to be coded since some of the responses provided by participants 
could be coded under more than one theme or category.  The entire text offered by the participant 
for each open-ended item was analyzed rather than targeting specific information, such as key 
words or phrases because the intent was to capture the participants’ entire responses.  Woike’s 
guidelines were followed by identifying major themes, then identifying major categories under 
each theme, and finally coding each separate response under a category.  A coding manual was 
created that included general rules for coding opended ended responses, as well as specific rules 
and examples for the coding of each open-ended item.   
For the second phase of the content analysis, a peer reader was trained on the coding 
manual created by the primary investigator in order to establish interrater agreement.  The peer 
reader was a fellow student in the Educational Psychology Doctoral Program at the CUNY 
Graduate Center who had completed a Master’s of Science degree in School Psychology from 
Queens College, and held a New York State Certification in School Psychology.  The peer reader 
was trained for approximately two hours on the coding manual.  The training included a review 
and clarification of the definitions for each category for each item.  Example responses were 
presented and discussed prior to coding.   
The primary investigator and the peer reader each separately coded responses into the 
categories created by the primary investigator, then reviewed and compared answers to establish 
an initial coefficient for interrater agreement.  This coefficient was calculated by dividing the  
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number of agreements by the total number of responses.  The responses that did not meet initial 
agreement were then discussed and re-categorized until 100% consensus was reached.  The 
categories were analyzed for accuracy and redundancy during the review, then were combined as 
applicable into broader conceptualizations.  Table 11 displays the exploratory research questions 
that used open-ended questions and the interrater agreement for each open-ended survey item.    
Table 11 
Content Analysis Summary 
Research Question TEV Item No. Open-
Ended 
Responses 
Initial 
Interrater 
Agreement  
“What experiences of SV 
were the most stressful for 
teachers during their careers, 
and how do they feel that 
training did or could have 
helped them to deal with the 
event?” 
“Please describe one personal 
experience with school violence 
that was the most stressful for 
you.” 
221 .76  
   (continued) 
    
    
    
    
    
118 
 
 
 
  
1
1
8
 
 
Research Question TEV Item No. Open-
Ended 
Responses 
Initial 
Interrater 
Agreement  
 “In regards to your answer to the 
previous question, how did your 
prior training help you the most in 
responding to the stressful 
experience with school violence 
that you described?” 
62 .65 
 “In regards to your answer to the 
previous question, how could your 
prior training have better prepared 
you to respond to the stressful 
experience with school violence 
that you described?” 
149 .67 
What factors or variables do 
teachers perceive as most 
contributing to SV?” 
“Please list three factors or 
variables that you think most 
contributes to the occurrence of 
violence in schools.” 
772 .89 
Note.  Interrater coefficient = percentage of agreement.  Raters were able to meet 100% 
agreement after discussion for all open-ended items. 
Data analyses for confirmatory research questions.  For the confirmatory research 
questions, statistical methods were used to test each of the hypotheses.  First a test of linearity 
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was performed using histograms and normal probability plots of the data.  The assumptions of 
linearity appeared to be met; therefore, multiple hierarchical regression was used to test the 
relationships between teacher training with each dependent variable (i.e., self-efficacy, perceived 
risk of victimization, and burnout) above and beyond the identified ecological factors measured.  
The covariates include exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced teacher 
victimization, attrition related to SV, school climate, teacher role expectations, cultural 
differences, and impact of cultural differences.  Table 12 summarizes each defined confirmatory 
research question with the corresponding operational variable.   
Table 12 
Summary of Data Analyses by Research Question 
Research Question Instrument-Scale Item Number(s)
 
(a) What is the relationship 
between training and 
teachers’ perceptions related 
to their self-efficacy in 
responding to SV?  
TEV- Total Training, TEV- Self-Efficacy 
(Covariates: TEV- Exposure to School 
Violence, Exposure to Teacher Victimization, 
Experienced Teacher Victimization, Attrition, 
School Climate, Role Expectations, Cultural 
Differences, and Impact of Cultural 
Differences Scales) 
39, 29 
(Covariates: 30, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 
35, 36, 37) 
  (continued) 
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Research Question Instrument-Scale Item Number(s)
 
   
(b) What is the relationship 
between training and 
teachers’ perceptions related 
to their perceived risk of 
being a victim of SV?  
TEV- Total Training, TEV- Risk 
(Covariates: TEV- Exposure to School 
Violence, Exposure to Teacher Victimization, 
Experienced Teacher Victimization, Attrition, 
School Climate, Role Expectations, Cultural 
Differences, and Impact of Cultural 
Differences Scales) 
29, 28 
(Covariates: 30, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 
35, 36, 37) 
(c) What is the relationship 
between training and 
teachers’ level of burnout? 
TEV- Total Training, MBI-ES 
(Covariates: TEV- Exposure to School 
Violence, Exposure to Teacher Victimization, 
Experienced Teacher Victimization, Attrition, 
School Climate, Role Expectations, Cultural 
Differences, and Impact of Cultural 
Differences Scales) 
39, 48 
(Covariates: 30, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 
35, 36, 37) 
Note.  Item numbers for all TEV scales refer to an item question stem with subsequent individual 
subitems.
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Chapter 4: Results 
This chapter reviews the results of the dissertation study.  It includes an explanation of 
how missing survey data were managed.  The results of the data analyses are presented for 
exploratory and confirmatory research questions.   
Missing Data     
 A number of participants did not complete the survey in its entirety or missed items 
throughout the survey. This section reviews the process for accounting for missing data in the 
current study.  The steps taken to determine inclusion of participants in the final sample based on 
established thresholds for missing data are explained.    
    A test using G*Power 3 software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) indicated 
that the desired sample size for the hypotheses testing for the current study was 250 participants.  
The effect size measure used for the power analysis was Cohen’s f 2 standardized statistic 
representing the proportion of explained variance over the unexplained or error variance in 
multiple regression (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009).  The sample size determination 
was based on a f 
2
 effect size of 0.056 and 0.95 statistical power suggesting a total sample size of 
236, meaning that this was the minimum sample size needed to identify a small to medium effect 
of the 9 variables (i.e., the independent variable and 8 covariates) predicting the outcome 
variables in the multiple regression models with a 95% probability of finding a true effect.  The 
primary investigator rounded up the sample size to 250.  A plot of effect size for these 
parameters using G*Power 3 can be found in Appendix E.  This plot demonstrates that there is 
little gain in effect with an increase in sample size beyond 250 participants.      
To ensure that an adequate sample size was obtained for purposes of statistical power, 
400 participants were recruited.  Of these 400 participants, 22 participants only answered the first 
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item of the survey and then did not proceed to answer any additional survey items.  These cases 
were deleted from the data set.   
 Of the remaining 378 individuals who proceeded in completing the survey past the first 
questions, six participants reported that they were currently teaching outside of the United States.  
These cases were filtered from the final results as the present study is primarily concerned with 
the experiences of teachers in the United States and the number of teachers working outside of 
the United States was too low to make a valid comparison of the two groups.  Further, these 
respondents were scattered across various countries (i.e., Australia, Canada, Malaysia, Thailand, 
and an unspecified U.S. Territory) making any comparisons between groups even more difficult.  
The removal of the teachers who reported working outside of the United States left 372 
participants remaining.  Two additional cases were filtered due to those participants not 
answering questions referring to their geographical area.  See Table 13 for a summary of 
participants dropped from sample prior to missing data analysis.   
Table 13 
Summary of Participants Dropped from Sample Prior to Missing Data Analysis 
Description of Participants n 
Started survey 400 
Completed items after first item 378 
Total remaining after eliminating 
teachers outside of the U.S. or 
with unidentified geographical 
location   
370 
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 For the remaining 370 cases, steps were taken to ascertain the amount of data missing for 
each case.  First, for each variable being measured by a scale in the study a reasonable threshold 
was determined for how many items could be missing from each scale to still consider it 
complete.  A rule was created dependent on the number of items in the scale.  For scales with 10 
or more items, cases with more than 2 items missing were considered incomplete.  For scales 
with less than 10 items, cases with 1 or more items missing were considered incomplete.  This 
rule was applied to all scales on the TEV survey measuring the dependent variables and potential 
covariates for the current study (see Table 14).  This rule was also applied to the three scales on 
the published measure for burnout, the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) as the manual did not 
provide any recommendations for handling missing items.  For the independent variable of 
training, measured by a matrix containing 31 items representing areas of training received during 
various career points on the TEV, participants with three or less items missing were considered 
complete.  To account for the influence of missing data on scale scores for participants with 
missing items meeting the threshold to be included in the study, a method of using the mean 
scale score multiplied by the total number of the items on each scale was chosen to compute the 
final scale score.   
Table 14 
Threshold for Number of Missing Items by Scale 
Instrument- Scale No. Items Threshold for No. Missing 
Items 
Independent Variables 
  TEV- Total Training 
 
31 
 
3 
  (continued) 
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Instrument- Scale No. Items Threshold for No. Missing 
Items 
Dependent Variables 
  TEV- Risk 
 
14 
 
2 
  TEV- Self-Efficacy 15 2 
  MBI-ES- Personal Accomplishment 8 1 
  MBI-ES- Emotional Exhaustion 9 1 
  MBI-ES- Depersonalization 5 1 
Covariates 
  TEV- Exposure to School Violence 
 
16 
 
2 
  TEV- Exposure to Teacher Victimization 21 2 
  TEV- Experienced Teacher Victimization 26 2 
  TEV- Attrition 10 2 
  TEV- School Climate 21 2 
  TEV- Role Expectations 5 1 
  TEV- Cultural Difference 5 1 
  TEV- Impact of Cultural Difference 6 1 
 The “N MISS” function in SPSS was used to determine the number of missing items per 
participant for each individual scale.  Table 15 shows the number of participants with missing 
data for each scale.  Each variable was then recoded into a flag variable using dummy coding 
with 1 for valid cases and 0 for cases failing to meet the established threshold described above.  
The number of valid cases for each scale is also shown in Table 15.  It should be noted that the 
TEV Total Training Matrix and the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) measuring burnout were 
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positioned after all other scales in the survey.  Therefore, the slightly lower number of valid 
cases for these scales was most likely due to participant dropout due to survey length.  
Participants were to only answer items on the Impact of Cultural Difference scale if they 
indicated the presence of cultural differences between themselves and the population they serve, 
consequently this scale was expected to have fewer completed cases than all other scales. 
Table 15 
Missing Data for Variable Scales  
Instrument- Scale All Items 
Completed 
n (%)
 
Missing Items 
Met 
Threshold 
n (%) 
0 Items 
Answered 
n (%) 
Missing 
Items 
Exceeded 
Threshold 
n (%) 
Valid Cases 
n (%) 
Independent 
Variables 
TEV- Total 
Training 
 
 
256 (69.2%) 
 
 
36 (9.7%) 
 
 
72 (19.5%) 
 
 
6 (1.6%) 
 
 
292 (78.9%) 
Dependent 
Variables 
TEV- Risk 
 
289 (78.1%) 
 
15 (4.1%) 
 
66 (17.8%) 
 
0 (0%) 
 
304 (82.2%) 
TEV- Self-Efficacy 287 (77.6%) 16 (4.3%) 66 (17.8%) 1 (.3%) 303 (81.9%) 
MBI-ES- Personal 
Accomplishment 
272 (73.5%) 19 (5.1%) 78 (21.9%) 1 (.3%) 291 (78.6%) 
     (continued) 
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Instrument- Scale All Items 
Completed 
n (%)
 
Missing Items 
Met 
Threshold 
n (%) 
0 Items 
Answered 
n (%) 
Missing 
Items 
Exceeded 
Threshold 
n (%) 
Valid Cases 
n (%) 
MBI-ES- Emotional 
Exhaustion 
282 (76.2%) 8 (2.2%) 77 (20.8%) 3 (.8%)  290 (78.4%) 
MBI-ES- 
Depersonalization 
283 (76.5%) 9 (2.4%) 78 (21.1%) 0 (0%) 292 (.3%) 
Covariates      
TEV- Exposure to 
School Violence 
273 (73.8%) 29 (7.8%) 67 (18.1%) 1 (.3%) 302 (81.6%) 
TEV- Exposure to 
Teacher 
Victimization 
274 (74.1%) 26 (7.0%) 68 (18.4%) 2 (.5%) 300 (81.1%) 
TEV- Experienced 
Teacher 
Victimization 
266 (71.9%) 34 (9.2%) 69 (18.6%) 1 (.3%) 300 (81.1%) 
TEV- Attrition 292 (78.9%) 9 (2.4%) 68 (18.4%) 1 (.3%) 301 (81.4%) 
TEV- School 
Climate 
283 (76.5%) 17 (4.6%) 68 (18.4%) 2 (.5%) 300 (81.1%) 
     (continued) 
      
127 
 
 
 
  
1
2
7
 
 
Instrument- Scale All Items 
Completed 
n (%)
 
Missing Items 
Met 
Threshold 
n (%) 
0 Items 
Answered 
n (%) 
Missing 
Items 
Exceeded 
Threshold 
n (%) 
Valid Cases 
n (%) 
TEV- Role 
Expectations 
300 (81.1%) 2 (.5%) 68 (18.4%) 0 (0%) 302 (81.6%) 
TEV- Cultural 
Difference 
297 (80.3%) 4 (1.1%) 69 (18.6%) 0 (0%) 301 (81.4%)  
TEV- Impact of 
Cultural Difference
a
 
199 (98%)
a
 2 (1%)
a
 0 (0%)
a
 2 (1%)
a
 201 (99%)
a
 
 
Note.  Out of 370 participants.  The term threshold applies to those meeting criteria for inclusion.  
a
Participants were to only answer these items if they reported cultural differences between 
themselves and the population they serve. A total of 203 participants answered “yes” to at least 
one item on the Cultural Difference scale; therefore, percentages shown for the Impact of 
Cultural Difference scale are out of 203 eligible participants. 
 A listwise deletion approach was used at the scale level rather than individual item level 
to determine which cases to include in the final data analysis.  As demonstrated in Table 15, 
most participants who fell under the reasonable threshold for each scale did not answer any scale 
items.  It appeared that the remaining of the missing data could be accounted for by participants 
who only missed one or two items on a scale, with comparatively very few participants who 
answered any item on a scale not meeting the established threshold.  This trend suggests that 
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most participants with missing data that did not drop out early due to survey length missed a few 
items at random, supporting the decision to use listwise deletion at the scale level.   
SPSS was used to compute the product of the flag variables (i.e., valid cases) for all 
scales measuring the independent, dependent, and potential covariates (with the exception of the 
Impact of Cultural Difference scale due to the lower response rate) on the TEV and MBI-ES 
intended to be used for hypothesis testing.  Based on the results, the sample of valid cases was 
281 participants (see Table 16).  Of the 203 participants eligible to complete items on the Impact 
of Cultural Difference scale, 193 were remaining in the group of 281 participants in the overall 
sample.  After accounting for the two participants who did not meet the threshold for 
completeness for the Impact of Cultural Difference scale (see Table 15), the final sample for this 
scale was 191 participants.     
Table 16 
Product of Independent, Dependent, and Covariate Flag Variables 
Cases n % 
Valid (1) 281 75.9 
Non-Valid (0) 89 24.1 
     Non-Valid Flags All Scales 66 17.8 
     Non-Valid Flags in Order of Survey Progression 11 3.0 
     Non-Valid Flag for Total Training Scale Only 5 1.2 
     Random Pattern of Non-Valid Flag Scales 7 1.9 
  
A string variable was created for the product of the individual scale flag variables to look 
for patterns in the valid vs. non-valid individual scale flag variables using the SPSS “CONCAT” 
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function.  The largest number of non-valid cases were those with non-valid flag variables for 
every scale variable (n=66), suggesting that the greatest proportion of non-valid cases for the 
overall product flag were participants who dropped out of the survey early on when responding 
to the school demographic questions and prior to reaching any of the scales measuring the 
variables for the main research questions in the TEV survey.  The next largest group (n=11) 
showed a pattern of dropout as the survey progressed, with the scales earlier in the TEV survey 
being valid and later scales being non-valid in consecutive order.  Seven participants in this 
group dropped-out at the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) page of the survey.  The next largest 
group were cases that displayed the pattern of non-valid Total Training scale only (n=5); 
however, this would be expected given that this scale had the highest number of items and cases 
that answered many items but were short of the threshold.  Additionally, the matrix format 
combined with the length of the scale may have increased the likelihood that an item could be 
missed by visual oversight.  The remaining cases (n=7) all had different patterns per case 
suggesting complete randomness of non-valid scales.   
 The frequencies of missed individual items comprising all scales included in computation 
of the product were examined to explore if any patterns existed on the individual item level.  The 
range of cases for missed individual items was 0-5, with no apparent trend regarding which items 
were missed in terms of order of items or content.  The items with the highest number of 
participants who missed items (n=5) were missed by only 1.8% of the population, suggesting 
that no specific item was missed by a significant portion of the total sample. 
 The frequencies of missed items for scales included when computing the product were 
also examined for patterns across valid individual cases.  The range of missed items for the scale 
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variables was 0-8 out of 186 items that comprised these scale variables, with an inverse 
relationship between the number of cases and number of missed items (see Table 17).  
Table 17 
Total Number of Missed Items per Case 
No. Missed Items* n % 
0 160 56.9 
1 61 21.7 
2 31 11.0 
3 20   7.1 
4 3   1.1 
5 3   1.1 
6 2   0.7 
8 1   0.4 
* Out of 186 total items. 
The frequencies of missed scale items were also explored in terms of demographic 
variables.  SPSS graphics and crosstabulation was used to see if the number of items missed 
within the valid cases were associated with geographical area, gender, and race.  Results showed 
that the number of missed items per category across these three demographic variables appeared 
proportional to the number of participants per category in the overall sample.  There were no 
associations noted between valid vs. non-valid cases and demographic variables. 
Descriptive Statistics of Survey Results 
This section presents the descriptive results for each scale on the TEV and MBI-ES 
(Maslach et al., 1986) used in the confirmatory research questions, including an estimate of the 
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prevalence of each variable represented by the scale in the sample.  The TEV consists of 11 
scales and the MBI-ES consists of 3 scales representing variables for the current study.  The 
TEV Total Training Matrix is comprised of five subscales, four of which are combined to yield 
the Total Training scale score.  A summary of descriptive statistics for each scale can be found in 
Table 18 presented in the order the scales appear in the survey, followed by a more detailed 
discussion of the results of each scale.  The last section explores the independent relationships 
between each variable as measured by the corresponding scale.    
Table 18 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Range for Sample TEV and MBI-ES Scale Scores 
 Scale M 95% CI
 
SD Possible Range 
of Total Scale 
Scores 
 Range of Total 
Scale Scores for 
Sample 
TEV      
Self-Efficacy 35.2 [33.7, 36.6] 12.2 0-60 2-60 
Risk 11.0 [10.1, 11.9] 7.5 0-56 0-37 
Exposure to School 
Violence 
16.1 [14.9, 17.2] 9.7 0-48 0-42 
Exposure to Teacher 
Victimization 
17.7 [16.4, 19.1] 11.6 0-63 0-54 
Experienced Teacher 
Victimization 
9.7 [8.7, 10.7] 8.4 0-78 0-46 
Attrition 1.3 [1.0, 1.7] 2.7 0-20 0-14 
     (continued) 
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 Scale M 95% CI
 
SD Possible Range 
of Total Scale 
Scores 
 Range of Total 
Scale Scores for 
Sample 
School Climate 5.5 [4.5, 6.5] 8.6 -21-21 -19-19 
Role Expectations 7.3 [6.8, 7.8] 4.1 0-15 0-15 
Cultural Difference -1.4 [-1.8, -1.1] 3.2 -5-5 -5-5 
Impact of Cultural 
Difference
 
3.1 [2.7, 3.5] 2.9 0-18 0-12 
Total Training 24.0 [22.2, 25.9] 15.6 0-124 0-82 
No Training
a 
13.9 [13.0, 14.9] 7.9 0-31 0-31 
Pre-Service Training 5.9 [5.2, 6.6] 6.1 0-31 0-31 
Employer Professional 
Development 
9.7 [8.9, 10.6] 7.2 0-31 0-30 
Self-Sought 
Professional Study 
6.6 [5.7, 7.5] 7.7 0-31 0-31 
Mandatory 
Certification Course 
1.8 [1.4, 2.3] 3.5 0-31 0-19 
MBI-ES      
Emotional Exhaustion 24.5 [23.1, 25.9] 11.9 0-54 0-54 
Depersonalization 6.1 [5.4, 6.7] 5.7 0-30 0-30 
Personal Accomplishment 37.4 [36.5, 38.3] 7.8 0-48 11-48 
Note.  n= 281 except Impact of Cultural Difference scale (n = 191); CI= confidence interval.  
a
 Subscale does not contribute to Total Training Scale score. 
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Self-Efficacy.  The Self-Efficacy scale on the TEV has 15 items with score ranges from 
0-4 for each item (0= not confident at all, 1= slightly confident, 2= somewhat confident, 3= 
confident, 4= very confident).  The data suggest that on average, teachers in the sample reported 
feeling somewhat confident to confident in responding to SV overall with 52.8 % (95% CI= 
[47.0%, 58.6%]) of teachers falling in this range (scale scores 31-45).  A smaller proportion of 
teachers reported higher levels of self-efficacy in responding to SV overall with 16.2 % (95% 
CI= [11.9%, 20.5%]) of participant’s scale scores falling in the confident to very confident range 
(scale scores 46-60).  The remainder of participants presented with lower levels of self-efficacy, 
with 6.3% (95% CI= [3.5%, 9.1%]) falling in the not confident at all to slightly confident range 
(scale scores 2-15) and 24.7% (95% CI= [19.7%, 29.7%]) falling in the slightly confident to 
somewhat confident range (scale scores 16-30).  Figure 1 displays the distribution of final scores 
for the Self-Efficacy scale. 
 
TEV Self-Efficacy Scale Score 
Figure 1.  Frequency distribution of TEV Self-Efficacy scale scores.  
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Mean scores of individual scale items were examined to explore the specific areas of SV 
that the majority of participants reported feeling more or less confident responding to.  The 
percentages of responses to individual items are displayed in Figure 2.  The three items with the 
highest mean scores suggested that on average participants’ had the most confidence in their 
perceived ability to respond to the following situations: “A disruptive and rowdy class of 
students,” “Verbal altercations between students,” and “Direct verbal assaults or threats directed 
towards you from students” with rates of 63.7%, 64.1%, and 61.6% of participants who reported 
feeling confident or very confident for these items, respectively.  The three items with the lowest 
mean scores suggested that on average participants’ had the least confidence in their perceived 
ability to respond to the following situations: “Behaviors of students with disabilities that 
sometimes result in injury,” “A school wide crisis of a violent nature,” and “Aggressive behavior 
of parents” with rates of 39.8%, 34.5%, and 33.7% of participants who reported feeling not 
confident at all or slightly confident for these items, respectively.   
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 Figure 2.  Results of individual items on the TEV Self-Efficacy scale.   
Risk.  The Risk scale on the TEV has 14 items with score ranges from 0-4 for each item 
(0 = never, 1 = rarely, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4= almost all of the time).  The data suggest that 
on average, teachers in the sample reported feeling never to rarely at risk of SV (scale scores of 
0-14) overall with 69.8% (95% CI= [64.4%, 75.2%]) falling into this range.  Fewer participants 
reported higher levels of feeling at risk of victimization, with 27.7% (95% CI= [22.5%, 32.9%]) 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Behaviors of students with disabilities that 
sometimes result in injury 
A school wide crisis of a violent nature 
Aggressive behavior of parents 
Physical altercations between students 
Direct verbal assaults or threats directed towards 
you from parents 
Indirect verbal assaults or threats directed towards 
you via writing or the internet from parents 
Having your personal property destroyed or stolen 
Indirect verbal assaults or threats directed towards 
you via writing or the internet from coworkers 
A student who is vandalizing the building 
Indirect verbal assaults or threats directed towards 
you via writing or the internet from students 
Aggressive behavior of individual students 
Direct verbal assaults or threats directed towards 
you from coworkers 
Direct verbal assaults or threats directed towards 
you from students 
Verbal altercations between students 
A disruptive and rowdy class of students 
Self-Efficacy 
Not confident at all Slightly confident Somewhat confident 
Confident Very confident Missing 
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of the sample scores falling in the rarely to sometimes range (scale scores 15-28) and 2.5% (95% 
CI= [0.7%, 4.3%]) falling into the sometimes to often range (although no participants reached the 
highest limit in this range with the highest score being 37; scale scores 29-42).  There were no 
participants that fell from often to almost all of the time range (scale scores of 43 or above).  
Figure 3 displays the distribution of final scores for the Risk scale. 
 
TEV Risk Scale Score 
Figure 3.  Frequency distribution of TEV Risk scale scores. 
Mean scores of individual scale items were examined to explore specific types of SV that 
the majority of participants may have reported feeling more or less at risk of experiencing.  The 
percentages of responses for individual items are displayed in Figure 4.  The three items with the 
highest mean scores (i.e., those items that participants reported feeling most at risk for) were: 
“Disruptive and out of control behavior of students,” “Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats 
by students,” and “Theft or destruction of personal property.”  The percentages of participants 
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reporting feeling sometimes, often, or almost all of the time for these items were 51.5%, 40.2% 
and 36.4%, respectively.  The four items with the lowest mean scores (i.e., those items that 
participants reported feeling least at risk for) were: “Physical injury from direct intentional 
attacks by parents,” “Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by coworkers,” “Indirect verbal 
assaults/intimidation/threats by coworkers (i.e. statements made in writing or on the internet),” 
and “Being a victim of a major violent attack against the school by a student or group of 
students.”  The percentages of participants reporting feeling never or rarely at risk for these 
items were 96.8%, 92.1%, 95.0% and 93.9 %, respectively.    
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Figure 4. Results of individual items on the TEV Risk scale.   
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Indirect verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
coworkers 
Physical injury from direct intentional attacks by 
parents 
Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
coworkers 
Being a victim of a major violent attack against the 
school by a student or group of students 
Indirect verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
parents 
Physical injury from direct intentional attacks by 
students 
Indirect verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
students 
Physical injury from a student with a disability 
Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
parents 
Symbols of violence (i.e. gang 
symbols/paraphernalia) and school deterioration 
(i.e. graffiti) 
Physical injury due to proximity to students who 
display aggressive behavior, although aggression is 
not intended/directed towards me 
Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
students 
Theft or destruction of personal property 
Disruptive and out of control behavior of students 
Risk 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost all of the time Missing 
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Exposure to school violence.  The Exposure to School Violence scale on the TEV has 16 
items with score ranges from 0-4 for each item (0 = never, 1 = once, 2 = a few times [2-3 Times], 
3 = several times [4 or more]). The data suggest that on average, teachers in the sample reported 
being exposed to various types of SV at least once or fewer types of SV a few times.  A small 
proportion of 4.6% (95% CI= [2.2%, 7.0%]) of participants reported never experiencing 
exposure to SV (scale score of 0).  Therefore, the majority of participants (95.4%; 95% CI= 
[93.0%, 97.8%]) reported that they were exposed to at least one type of SV once.   The largest 
proportion of participant’s scale scores ranged from exposure to at least one type of SV once to 
either exposure to various types of SV once or fewer types of SV a few times (50.1%; 95% CI= 
[44.3%, 55.9%], scale scores 1-16).  The next largest proportion reported higher rates of 
exposure to SV ranging from exposure to various types of SV once or fewer types of SV a few 
times to experiencing exposure to various types of SV a few times or fewer types of SV several 
times (41.4%; 95% CI= [35.6%, 47.2%], scale scores 17-32).  A small proportion reported even 
higher rates of exposure to SV ranging from exposure to various types of SV a few times or 
fewer types of SV several times to exposure to many types of SV several times (3.9%; 95% CI= 
[1.6%, 6.2%], scale scores 33-42).  Figure 5 displays the distribution of scale scores for the 
Exposure to School Violence scale. 
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TEV Exposure to School Violence Scale Score 
Figure 5.  Frequency distribution of TEV Exposure to School Violence scale scores.   
Mean scores of individual scale items were explored for more and less common types of 
SV reported by participants.  The three items with the highest mean scores were regarding the 
following types of SV: “A student was physically attacked by another student, but did not sustain 
injuries severe enough to require medical attention,” “A student verbally threatened another 
student directly with physical harm,” and “General school property was destroyed, vandalized, or 
stolen.”  The percentages of participants choosing frequencies of once, a few times, or several 
times for these items were 84.4%, 82.6%, and 86.4%, respectively.  The four items with the 
lowest mean scores were: “A student assaulting another student with a weapon,” “A student was 
murdered or killed on school property,” “Classroom riots have occurred (defined as a level of 
disruption by multiple students where there is no control of the classroom and a risk of injury to 
teacher and/or other students may or may not be present),” and “Multiple people were injured on 
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school grounds due to a planned violent attack on the school.”  The percentages of participants 
choosing never for these items were 78.6%, 99.3%, 88.3% and 94.7%, respectively.  Figure 6 
shows the results of percentages of responses for all individual items. 
 
  Figure 6. Results of individual items on the TEV Exposure to School Violence scale.     
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
A student was murdered or killed on school 
property 
Multiple people were injured on school grounds 
due to a planned violent attack on the school 
Classroom riots have occurred 
A student assaulting another student with a 
weapon 
Gang activity occurred on school grounds 
A student was physically attacked or jumped by a 
group of students 
A student threatened to kill another student 
A student was physically attacked by another 
student- injuries required medical attention 
A student brought a weapon to school 
Drugs were sold on school grounds 
Drugs and/or alcohol were used on school grounds 
A student threatened another student with physical 
harm indirectly 
A student engaged in aggressive behavior in class 
and posed a risk of harm to others 
A student was physically attacked by another 
student- injuries did not require medical attention 
A student verbally threatened another student 
directly with physical harm 
General school property was destroyed, vandalized, 
or stolen 
Exposure to School Violence 
Never Once A few times (2-3 times) Several times (4 or more times) Missing 
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Exposure to teacher victimization.  The Exposure to Teacher Victimization scale on the 
TEV has 21 items with score ranges from 0-3 for each item (0 = never, 1 = once, 2 = a few times 
[2-3 Times], 3 = several times [4 or more]).  The data suggest that on average, teachers in the 
sample reported being exposed to various instances of teacher victimization in their schools from 
never to once.  A small proportion of 2.5% of participants reported never experiencing exposure 
to teacher victimization (scale score of 0).  Therefore, the majority of participants (97.5%; 95% 
CI= [95.7%, 99.3%]) reported that they were exposed to at least one type of teacher victimization 
once.   The largest proportion of participant’s scale scores ranged from exposure to at least one 
type of teacher victimization once to either exposure to various types of teacher victimization 
once or fewer types of teacher victimization a few times (61.6%; 95% CI= [55.9%, 67.3%], scale 
scores 1-21).  The next largest proportion reported higher rates of exposure to teacher 
victimization ranging from exposure to various types of teacher victimization once or fewer 
types of teacher victimization a few times to experiencing exposure to various types of teacher 
victimization a few times or fewer types of teacher victimization several times (32.3%; 95% CI= 
[26.8%, 37.8%]; scale scores 22-42).  A small proportion reported even higher rates of exposure 
to teacher victimization ranging from exposure to various types of teacher victimization a few 
times or fewer types of teacher victimization several times to exposure to many types of teacher 
victimization several times (3.6%; 95% CI= [1.4%, 5.8%], scale scores 43-54).  Figure 7 displays 
the distribution of scale scores for the Exposure to Teacher Victimization scale. 
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TEV Exposure to Teacher Victimization Scale Score 
Figure 7. Frequency distribution of TEV Exposure to Teacher Victimization scale scores. 
Mean scores of individual scale items were examined to explore types of teacher victimization 
participants reported being exposed to more or less frequently.  The four items with the highest 
mean scores were: “Students made disrespectful or inappropriate remarks to teachers (i.e. cursed, 
yelled, made inappropriate sexual comments),” “Students spread hurtful rumors about teachers,” 
“A teacher’s personal property was destroyed or vandalized,” and “A teacher had something of 
value stolen from him or her.”  The percentages of participants reporting frequencies of once, a 
few times, or several times for these items were 91.1%, 72.3%, 73.0%, and 81.1%, respectively.  
The three items with the lowest mean scores were: “A student assaulting a teacher with a 
weapon,” “A teacher or other staff member was murdered or killed on school property,” and “A 
teacher was physically attacked or jumped by a group of students.”  The percentages of  
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participants choosing never for these items were 91.5%, 99.3%, and 96.4%, respectively.  Figure 
8 shows the percentages of responses for each individual item.        
 
Figure 8. Results of individual items on the TEV Exposure to Teacher Victimization scale. Items 
paraphrased for formatting purposes.  Verbatim items can be found in Appendix A. 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Teacher/staff member murdered/killed on school … 
Teacher was physically attacked/jumped by group … 
Student assaulted teacher with a weapon 
Parent physically assaulted a teacher 
Threatened not to report staff misconduct  
Student threatened to kill a teacher 
Teacher physically attacked by student- medical … 
Threatened not to report student misconduct  
Parent threatened teacher directly physical harm 
Student threatened teacher- physical harm indirect 
Teacher physically attacked by student- no medical … 
Teacher hurt unintentionally- students fighting 
Teachers spread hurtful rumors about each other  
Teacher hurt unintentionally- behavioral outburst 
Student threatened teacher- physical harm direct 
Student verbally threatened teacher's job 
Parent verbally threatened teacher's job 
Teacher's personal property destroyed/vandalized 
Students spread hurtful rumors about teachers 
Teacher had something of value stolen 
Disrespectful/inappropriate remarks to teachers 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization 
Never Once A few times (2-3 times) Several times (4 or more times) Missing 
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   Experienced teacher victimization.  The Experienced Teacher Victimization scale on 
the TEV has 26 items with score ranges from 0-3 for each item (0 = never, 1 = once, 2 = a few 
times [2-3 Times], 3 = several times [4 or more]).  Analysis of the frequencies of scale scores 
indicates that 25 (8.9 %; 95% CI= [5.6%, 12.2%]) participants had a score of 0, therefore, 256 
(91.1 %; 95% CI= [87.8%, 94.4%]) of participants reported at least one experience of 
victimization under a comprehensive definition of SV.  The largest proportion of participants’ 
scale scores ranged from experiencing at least one type of teacher victimization once to either 
experiencing various types of teacher victimization once or fewer types of teacher victimization 
a few times (86.1%; 95% CI= [82.1%, 90.1%], scale scores 1-26).  The next largest proportion 
reported higher rates of experienced teacher victimization ranging from experiences of various 
types of teacher victimization once or fewer types of teacher victimization a few times to 
experiencing various types of teacher victimization a few times or fewer types of teacher 
victimization several times (5.0%; 95% CI= [2.5%, 7.5%], scale scores 27-46).  There were no 
participants’ scores that indicated experiences of many types of teacher victimization several 
times.  Figure 9 displays the distribution of scale scores for the Experienced Teacher 
Victimization scale. 
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TEV Experienced Teacher Victimization Scale Score 
Figure 9.  Frequency distribution of TEV Experienced Teacher Victimization scale scores.   
 Individual scale items were examined to explore specific types of teacher victimization 
that the majority of participants reported experiencing more or less frequently.  Figure 10 shows 
the results for individual items.  The three items with the highest mean scores were: “A student 
in my classroom had engaged in explosive behavior in class posing a risk of harm to others,” 
“Students have disregarded my rules leading to disorganization of the classroom,” and “Students 
have made disrespectful or inappropriate remarks to me (i.e. cursed, yelled, made inappropriate 
sexual comments).”  The percentages of participants reporting frequencies of once, a few times, 
or several times for these items were 60.8%, 56.9%, and 72.6%, respectively.  The four items 
with the lowest mean scores were: “A student assaulted me with a weapon,” “I was physically 
attacked or jumped by a group of students,” “I have been physically attacked or threatened by 
gang activity in the school,” and “I was one of multiple people injured on school grounds due to 
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a planned violent attack on the school.”  The percentages of participants reporting never for these 
items were 98.6%, 98.9%, 98.2%, and 98.9%, respectively.     
 
Figure 10. Results of individual items on the TEV Experienced Teacher Victimization scale.  
Items paraphrased for formatting purposes.  Verbatim items can be found in Appendix A. 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Injured due to planned violent attack on the school 
Physically attacked/jumped- group of students 
Student assaulted me with a weapon 
Physically attacked/threatened by gang activity 
Parent physically assaulted me 
Physical attack by student-medical attention 
There was a riot in my classroom 
Parent verbally threatened physical harm 
Threatened not to report misconduct of staff 
Injured-general education student-unintentional 
Physical attack by student-no medical attention 
A student threatened to kill me 
Threatened not to report misconduct of students 
Student threatened physical harm indirectly  
Hurt unintentionally due to student fighting 
Injured-student with a disability-unintentional  
Teachers have spread hurtful rumors about me 
Students have spread hurtful rumors about me 
Parent verbally made threats to my job 
Student threatened me directly with physical harm 
A student verbally made threats to my job 
I had something of value stolen from me 
My personal property was destroyed or vandalized 
Explosive behavior of student in class  
Students disregarded rules in classroom 
Disrespectful/inappropriate remarks from students 
Experienced Teacher Victimization 
Never Once A few times (2-3 times) Several times (4 or more times) Missing 
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Items on the Experienced Teacher Victimization scale were grouped together by type of 
victimization (i.e. physical, verbal/relational, student behavior posing risk of harm, unintentional 
physical harm, and theft/vandalism) and perpetrator (i.e. student, parent, or colleague) to 
facilitate comparison to the existing research on prevalence of teacher victimization.  Two items 
(“I have been physically attacked or threatened by gang activity in the school” and “I was one of 
multiple people injured on school grounds due to a planned violent attack on the school”) are 
reported separately as they could potentially fit into to more than one victimization category and 
the items do not specify who the perpetrator is.  The results of participants’ reported 
victimization experiences are summarized in Table 19.    
Table 19 
Type and Perpetrator of Teacher Victimization Experiences 
Category n % 95% CI 
Type of Victimization    
Any  256 91.1 [87.8, 94.4] 
Verbal/Relational 226 80.4 [75.8, 85.0] 
Student Behavior Posing Risk of Harm 218 77.6 [72.7, 82.5] 
Theft/Vandalism 156 55.5 [49.7, 61.3] 
Unintentional Physical Harm 77 27.4 [22.2, 32.6] 
Physical 43 15.3 [11.1, 19.5] 
Physically Attacked or Threatened by Gang Activity 5 1.8 [0.2, 3.4] 
Injured During a Planned Violent Attack on the School 1 0.4 [-0.3, 1.1] 
   (continued) 
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Category n % 95% CI 
Perpetrator    
Student 250 89.0 [85.3, 92.7] 
Parent 91 32.4 [26.9, 37.9] 
Colleague 77 27.4 [22.2, 32.6] 
  Note. Total sample of n=281; CI= confidence interval. 
Attrition.  The Attrition scale on the TEV has 10 items with score ranges from 0-2 for 
each item (0= not at all true, 1= somewhat true, 2= completely true).  The mean score suggests 
that teachers in the sample reported very few experiences or thoughts of attrition related to SV 
overall.  In fact, 64.4% (95% CI= [58.8%, 70.0%]) of participants did not report any agreement 
with experiences or thoughts of attrition (scale scores of 0).  Just about one-third (33.1%; 95% 
CI= [27.6%, 38.6%]) reported agreement with some experiences or thoughts of attrition with 
scores ranging from somewhat true on at least one item to somewhat true for the majority of 
items or completely true for several items (scores of 1-9).  A small proportion (2.5%; 95% CI= 
[0.7%, 4.3%]) reported higher rates of agreement with experiences and thoughts of attrition with 
scores falling in the range of somewhat true for the majority of items or completely true for 
several items to completely true for more items (scores of 11-14).  Figure 11 displays the 
frequency of distribution of scale scores. 
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TEV Attrition Scale Score 
Figure 11. Frequency distribution of TEV Attrition scale scores.    
Mean scores of individual scale items were examined to explore experiences and 
thoughts of attrition related to SV that the majority of participants may have agreed with more or 
less frequently.  The item with the highest mean score was “I have considered leaving the field of 
teaching due to the risk of being a victim of school violence” with 10.0% of participants 
reporting somewhat true and 5.3% of participants reporting completely true.  The item with the 
lowest mean score was “I have left previous teaching jobs due to being victimized in surrounding 
communities” with 97.5% of participants reporting not at all true for this item.  Figure 12 
displays the results for percent of responses to the individual scale items. 
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Figure 12. Results of individual items on the TEV Attrition scale.      
          School climate.  The School Climate scale on the TEV has 21 items with score ranges 
from -1-1 for each item (1= yes, 0= I am not sure, -1= no) with three items having reversed 
coding so that aspects of negative school climate correspond with a negative score while aspects 
of positive school climate correspond with a positive score.  The mean suggests that on average 
most participants reported both negative and positive aspects of school climate in their schools 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
I have left previous teaching jobs due to being 
victimized in surrounding communities 
I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to being victimized in the 
community surrounding my current school 
I have left previous teaching jobs due to being 
victimized within schools 
I have left previous teaching jobs due to violence 
in surrounding communities 
I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to violence in the community 
surrounding my current school 
I have left previous teaching jobs due to violence 
within schools 
I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to being victimized within my 
current school 
I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to violence within my current 
school 
I have considered leaving the field of teaching due 
to my experiences with school violence 
I have considered leaving the field of teaching due 
to the risk of being a victim of school violence 
Attrition 
Not at all True Somewhat True Completely True Missing 
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with slightly more positive than negative aspects present.  A total of 13.2% (95% CI= 
[9.2%,17.2%]) of participants answered items suggesting higher rates of negative school climate 
in their schools (scale scores of -6 or lower), 28.8% (95% CI= [23.5%, 34.1%]) of participants 
reported both aspects of positive and negative school climate in their schools (scale scores of -5-
5), and 58% (95% CI= [52.2%, 63.8%]) reported higher rates of positive school climate in their 
schools (scale scores of 6 or above).  Figure 13 displays the frequency of distribution of scale 
scores.     
 
TEV School Climate Scale Score 
Figure 13.  Frequency distribution of TEV School Climate scale scores. 
The majority of participants in the sample reported the following elements contributing to 
positive school climate as being present in their schools of employment: established crisis plans 
(85.4%); professional development provided by the school for teachers on various topics 
(81.5%); collaborative and supportive relationships among staff members (81.1%); ties between 
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the school and community (74.7%); staff quickly responds to instances of aggression, bullying, 
etc. (74.4%); supportive leadership/administration in regards to students (73.3%); supportive and 
collaborative relationships between students and teachers with shared common goals and norms 
(73%); a problem solving approach to conflict and/or incidents (68.3 %); supportive 
leadership/administration in regards to staff (65.8%); and clear and consistent boundaries 
between staff and students in the school (63.7%).  The majority of teachers (92.2%) also reported 
the presence of metal detectors in their buildings; however, this item was reversed coded to 
indicate contributing to a negative school climate due to findings in the literature. 
More than half of the participants in the sample reported the following elements 
contributing to positive school climate as not being present in their schools of employment: all 
areas of the school are closely monitored (i.e. bathrooms, stairwells, etc.; 54.8%); and peer 
mediation for students (58.0%).  The remainder of items appeared closely divided between those 
reporting that the elements of positive school climate existed in their schools and those reporting 
they did not or that they were unsure if they existed.   
Moreover, approximately half of the sample reported that the following did not exist or 
that they did not know if such polices existed in their buildings: a threat assessment model (i.e. a 
response to incidents that seeks to determine if a student poses a threat rather than if a student 
made a threat before deciding how the incident will be addressed; 59.4%); a school wide 
violence prevention model (53.4%); established specific interventions for violence (48.8%); and 
effective school policies regarding violence (46.9%).  Zero tolerance polices was reversed coded 
due to findings in the literature suggesting that such policies negatively influence school climate.  
The majority of teachers in the sample (54.8%) reported that their schools did not have zero 
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tolerance policies, while 32.0% reported their schools having such policies and 13.2% were not 
sure.  Figure 14 shows the results of percentage of responses to individual items. 
 
Figure 14. Results of individual items on the TEV School Climate scale. Items paraphrased for 
formatting purposes.  Verbatim items can be found in Appendix A. 
a 
Reversed coded items.     
Role expectations.  The Role Expectations scale on the TEV has 5 items with score 
ranges from 0-3 for each item (0= do not agree at all, 1= somewhat agree, 2= mostly agree, 3= 
completely agree).  The mean suggests that on average teachers in the sample reported feeling 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Presence of metal detectors a 
Peer mediation for students 
All areas of the school are closely monitored 
Presence of police on campus a 
A school wide reward system  
A threat assessment model  
Established strong partnerships with parents 
Established specific interventions for violence 
A school wide violence prevention model 
Zero tolerance policies a 
Effective school policies regarding violence 
Clear/consistent boundaries staff & students  
Supportive leadership in regards to staff 
A problem solving approach to conflict & incidents 
Supportive leadership in regards to students 
Ties between the school and community 
Staff quickly responds to aggression, bullying, etc. 
Supportive relationships- students & teachers 
Collaborative/supportive relationships among staff  
Professional development for teachers  
Established crisis plans 
School Climate 
No I am not sure Yes Missing 
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that they somewhat to mostly agreed that their pre-service role expectations matched their actual 
roles in their schools of employment overall.  A small proportion (5.0%; 95% CI= [2.5%, 7.5%]) 
of the sample reported that they do not agree at all that their pre-service role expectations 
matched their current roles (scale score of 0), 29.9% (95% CI= [24.5%, 35.3%]) of participants’ 
scores indicated on average that they fell in the range of do not agree at all to somewhat agree  
(scale scores of 1-5), 43.0% (95% CI= [37.2%, 48.8%]) of participants’ scores indicated on 
average that they fell in the range of somewhat agree to mostly agree (scale scores of 6-10), and 
22.1% (95% CI= [17.2%, 27.0%]) of participants’ scores indicated on average that they fell in 
the range of mostly agree to completely agree that their pre-service role expectations matched 
their current roles (scale scores of 11-15).  Figure 15 displays the frequency of distribution of 
scale scores. 
 
TEV Role Expectations Scale Score 
Figure 15. Frequency distribution of TEV Role Expectations scale scores.  
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The item with the highest percent of participants disagreeing with their pre-service role 
expectations matching their teaching experiences was for the following item: “The amount of 
time I spend dealing with behavior issues in the classroom is generally what I expected” (do not 
agree at all = 31.3%).  The item with the highest percentage of participants who chose 
completely agree regarding their pre-service role expectations and in-service experiences was for 
the following item: “This is the type of community I envisioned myself working in when I 
entered the teaching profession” (21.4%).  Figure 16 shows the results of percent of responses 
for the individual items. 
 
Figure 16. Results of individual items on the TEV Role Expectations scale.     
 Cultural differences.  The Cultural Difference scale on the TEV has 5 items with score 
ranges from -1-1 for each item (1= yes, 0= I am not sure, -1= no).  The mean suggests that on 
average participants reported more cultural similarities to their students than dissimilarities and 
24.9% (95% CI= [19.8%, 30.0%]) of the sample reported no cultural differences at all (scale 
score of -5).  On average, 65.8% (95% CI= [60.3%, 71.3%]) of participants’ scale scores 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
The amount of time I spend dealing with behavior 
issues in the classroom is generally what I expected 
This is the type of setting I envisioned myself 
working in when I set out to be a teacher 
These are the type of students I envisioned myself 
working in when I set out to be a teacher 
My work as a teacher is generally what I envisioned 
it would be when I entered the profession      
This is the type of community I envisioned myself 
working in when I entered the teaching profession 
Role Expectations 
Do not agree at all Somewhat agree Mostly agree Completely agree Missing 
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suggested higher levels of cultural similarities (scale scores of -1 or lower), 32% (95% CI= 
[26.5%, 37.5%]) of participants’ scale scores suggested higher levels of cultural differences 
(scale scores of 1 or higher), and the remaining 2.1% (95% CI= [0.4%, 3.8%]) of participants’ 
scale scores did not indicate a direction suggesting that either similarities and differences 
balanced each other out or that participants answered I am not sure for all items (scale scores of 
0).  Figure 17 shows the distribution of scale scores.  
 
TEV Cultural Difference Scale Score 
Figure 17. Frequency distribution of TEV Cultural Difference scale scores sample.    
The item with the highest level of cultural dissimilarities from students reported by 
teachers in the sample was for socioeconomic status (49.1%).  The remainder of percentages of 
participants reporting cultural dissimilarities from their students on the characteristics assessed 
was as follows: culture (norms, values, and beliefs; 38.1%), race (31.7%), religion (27.4%), and 
language (18.5%).  Therefore, even though more similarities than dissimilarities were reported 
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by teachers overall, a majority of the sample (193, 68.7%) reported at least one cultural 
difference from their students.  Figure 18 shows the results for the individual scale items.     
 
Figure 18. Results of individual items on the TEV Cultural Difference scale.  
Impact of cultural differences.  A total of 191 out of the 193 participants who reported 
one or more cultural differences from their students had valid scores for the Impact of Cultural 
Difference scale.  The Impact of Cultural Difference scale on the TEV has 6 items with score 
ranges from 0-3 for each item (0= do not agree at all, 1= somewhat agree, 2= mostly agree, 3= 
completely agree).  The data suggest that overall participants reported low levels of impact of 
cultural difference from their students across items with 23% (95% CI= [18.1%, 27.9%]) 
reporting that they do not agree at all for all items (scale scores of 0).  On average, 62.9% (95% 
CI= [57.3%, 68.5%]) of participants’ scale scores fell between do not agree at all to somewhat 
agree (scale scores of 1-6) and 14.1% (95% CI= [10.0%, 18.2%]) of participants’ scale scores 
fell between somewhat agree to mostly agree (scale scores of 7-12).  Figure 19 displays the 
frequency distribution of scale scores.   
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Language 
Race 
Religion 
Culture (norms, values, and beliefs) 
Socioeconomic status 
Cultural Difference 
No I am not sure Yes Missing 
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TEV Impact of Cultural Difference Scale Score 
Figure 19. Frequency distribution of TEV Impact of Cultural Difference scale scores.  
The item with the highest score regarding level of impact due to cultural differences was 
for the following item: “I feel that such differences make it difficult to communicate with my 
students’ families,” with 54.4% reporting somewhat agree, mostly agree, or completely agree.  
The item with the lowest score regarding level of impact due to cultural differences was for the 
following item: “I feel that such differences make it difficult for my students to trust me,” with 
74.9% choosing the do not agree at all option.  Figure 20 shows the results for individual scale 
items.           
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Figure 20. Results of individual items on the TEV Impact of Cultural Difference scale. 
Training.  This section will briefly present the descriptive statistics for the Total Training 
scale and the training subscales.  A more detailed discussion of the results of these scales will be 
provided in the subsequent section addressing the results of the research questions for the current 
study.  The Total Training scale on the TEV has 31 items with score ranges from 0-4 for each 
item indicating whether or not training was received; (0= not at all, 1-4= training reported as 
received across 1 to 4 types of training [i.e., pre-service training, employer arranged 
professional development, self-sought professional development, and/or mandatory certification 
course]).  The data suggest that on average participants reported their training experiences to fall 
somewhere between having received approximately 6 of the provided topics through multiple 
types of training to having received training in approximately 24 of the provided topics through 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
I feel that such differences make it difficult for my 
students to trust me 
I feel that such differences makes it difficult to 
communicate with my students 
I feel that such differences leads my students to feel 
that I do not understand them      
 
I feel that such differences sometimes leads me to 
misinterpret my students behaviors 
I feel that such differences makes it difficult to 
relate to the life experiences of my students      
 
I feel that such differences makes it difficult to 
communicate with my students' families      
  
Impact of Cultural Difference 
Do not agree at all Somewhat agree Mostly agree Completely agree Missing 
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one type of training (see Appendix A TEV survey item 39 for topics provided in the TEV Total 
Training Matrix).  Figure 21 displays the frequency distribution of participants’ scores.       
 
TEV Total Training Scale Score 
Figure 21. Frequency distribution of TEV Total Training scale scores.    
The Total Training Matrix includes a subscale for participants to indicate if they had not 
received any training in the area through any career type at all (No Training subscale) that is not 
included in calculating the Total Training scale score.  This scale consists of 31 items with score 
ranges from 0-1 for each item; (0= training received, 1= no training received).  The mean 
suggests that on average teachers reported they did not receive any training at all in 13 or 14 of 
the 31 identified areas related to SV or prevention of burnout.  In other words, on average 
teachers in the sample reported having training in 17 or 18 of the topics provided.  Figure 22 
displays the frequency distribution of scores for the No Training subscale.   
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TEV No Training Subscale Score 
Figure 22. Frequency distribution of TEV No Training subscale scores.    
Training subscales.  The Total Training scale was composed of four subscales (i.e., Pre-
Service Training, Employer Professional Development, Self-Sought training, and Mandatory 
Certification Course) contributing to the Total Training score on the TEV with each subscale 
consisting of 31 items with score ranges from 0-1 for each item (0= no training received, 1= 
training received).  Based on comparison of the mean scores, on average teachers in the sample 
reported receiving training in more topics on the Employer Professional Development subscale 
compared to training reported as received on the other types of training subscales.  The 
Mandatory Certification Course subscale had the lowest mean score, followed by the Pre-service 
Training subscale.  Figure 23 displays a comparison of frequency distribution for the training 
subscales.  Further analysis of the results of Training subscales will be discussed in a subsequent 
section addressing the major research questions for the current study.
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                             TEV Pre-Service Training Subscale Score       TEV Employer Professional Development Subcale Score 
 
                              TEV Self-Sought Training Subscale Score      TEV Mandatory Certification Course Subscale Score 
Figure 23.  Frequency distributions for TEV training subscales scores. 
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Burnout.  The MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) provides cutoff points for levels of 
burnout.  The Emotional Exhaustion scale consists of 9 items, the Depersonalization scale 
consists of 5 items, and the Personal Accomplishment scale consists of 8 items; with score 
ranges from 0-6 for each item on all scales.  The Personal Accomplishment scale is interpreted in 
the opposite direction as the Emotional Exhaustion and the Depersonalization scales, with higher 
scores on the Personal Accomplishment scale indicating lower levels of burnout.  Table 20 
displays the score ranges and percent of participants for each level of burnout across the three 
scales. 
Table 20 
Levels of Burnout  
 Emotional Exhaustion Depersonalization Personal Accomplishment 
Burnout Level Score Range % Score Range % Score Range % 
Low 0-16 27.4 0-8 71.5 37 + 59.1 
Moderate 17-26 33.8 9-13 17.5 31-36 22.0 
High 27 + 36.7 14 +  8.9 0-30 18.9 
Note.  % of total sample of 281 participants. 
The results suggest that participants’ scores on the Emotional Exhaustion scale were 
more evenly distributed, compared to their scores on the Depersonalization and Personal 
Accomplishment scales for which the majority of participants’ fell in the low range of burnout.  
On average teachers in the sample reported moderate levels of emotional exhaustion and notably 
70.5% of the sample reported symptoms of moderate to high emotional exhaustion.  
Figure 24 displays the distribution of scale scores for all three scales of the MBI-ES.    
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Emotional Exhaustion Scale Score 
 
Depersonalization Scale Score 
 
Personal Accomplishment Scale Score 
Figure 24. Frequency distributions for MBI-ES scale scores. 
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 Correlations between TEV and MBI-ES scale scores.  Bi-variate Pearson correlation 
analyses were conducted between each scale on the TEV with one another and between the TEV 
and the three scales of the MBI-ES.  A one-tailed test of significance was used as recommended 
in the literature due to some expected directional relationships (Field, 2009).  Pearson correlation 
coefficients of ±.1 indicate a small effect, ±.3 indicate a medium effect, and ±.5 indicate a large 
effect (Field).  Table 21 displays the results of bi-variate Pearson correlation analyses for each 
variable measured in the current study.   
 As shown in Table 21, significant relationships were found between the majority of 
variables measured by the TEV and the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986).  Training was found to 
have small, but significant positive relationships to self-efficacy, risk, personal accomplishment, 
exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced victimization, school climate, 
and role expectations.  Training was not correlated with emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, 
attrition, cultural differences, and impact of cultural differences.   
Self-Efficacy had small, but significant relationships with all variables with the exception 
of exposure to SV and exposure to teacher victimization.  A small significant inverse relationship 
did exist between self-efficacy and experienced teacher victimization.  The relationships between 
self-efficacy and risk, emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, attrition, cultural differences, and 
impact of cultural differences were all also in a negative direction, while the relationships with 
personal accomplishment, school climate, and role expectations were in a positive direction.   
Risk had small, but significant relationships with personal accomplishment and impact of 
cultural differences; medium significant relationships with emotional exhaustion, 
depersonalization, attrition, school climate, role expectations, and cultural differences; and large 
effect sizes for relationships with exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, and 
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experienced teacher victimization.  Inverse relationships were present between risk and 
depersonalization, personal accomplishment, school climate, and role expectations; while the 
relationships between risk and the remainder of the variables were in a positive direction.   
The three dimensions of burnout were significantly correlated with all other variables, 
with the exception of personal accomplishment not having significant relationships with 
exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, and cultural differences.  Depersonalization 
and emotional exhaustion had a strong relationship in a positive direction; and both of these 
dimensions of burnout had a moderate inverse relationship with personal accomplishment.  The 
depersonalization and emotional exhaustion dimensions of burnout were positively related to 
exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced teacher victimization, attrition, 
cultural differences, and impact of cultural differences; while these dimensions had inverse 
relationships with school climate and role expectations.  Personal accomplishment had positive 
relationships with school climate and role expectations; and inverse relationships with 
experienced teacher victimization, attrition, and impact of cultural differences.        
All of the covariates measured for the primary confirmatory analyses in current study 
were significantly related to one another, with effect sizes ranging from small to large.  Large 
effect sizes were shown between exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, and 
experienced teacher victimization.  School climate and role expectations were positively 
correlated to each other; while negative correlations were found between these and all other 
covariates.  The remaining variables were all significantly and positively correlated with each 
other.  Figure 25 provides a visual display of the correlational relationships for the current study.  
  
 
  
1
6
8
 
 
Table 21 
Bi-Variate Pearson Correlations between All TEV and MBI-ES Scales 
Notes. Total sample size of n= 281.  T= Total Training, SE= Self-Efficacy, R= Risk, EE= Emotional Exhaustion, DP= 
Depersonalization, PA= Personal Accomplishment, ESV= Exposure to School Violence, ETV= Exposure to Teacher Victimization, 
TVict= Experienced Teacher Victimization, A= Attrition, SC= School Climate, RE= Role Expectations, CD= Cultural Differences, 
ICD= Impact of Cultural Differences. 
a
Reduced sample size of n = 191. 
Ns = not significant (p> .05), *p< .05 (one-tailed), **p< .01 (one-tailed).  
  
 SE R EE DP PA ESV ETV TVict A SC RE CD ICD
a 
T .22
** 
 .16
** 
 .01
Ns 
-.06
Ns 
 .19
** 
 .17
** 
 .20
** 
 .12
* 
-.001
Ns 
 .23
** 
 .11
* 
 .06
Ns 
 .04
Ns
 
SE - -.11
* 
-.23
** 
-.19
** 
 .28
** 
 .02
Ns 
-.03
Ns 
-.10
* 
-.11
* 
 .20
** 
 .23
** 
-.12
* 
-.21
** 
R  -  .38
*
 -.31* -.19
** 
 .60
** 
 .62
** 
 .64
** 
 .44
** 
-.33
** 
-.43
** 
 .33
** 
 .24
** 
EE   -  .59
** 
-.42
** 
 .22
** 
 .31
** 
 .38
** 
 .26
** 
-.34
** 
-.44
** 
 .22
** 
 .25
** 
DP    - -.44
** 
 .25
** 
 .24
** 
 .33
** 
 .25
** 
-.26
** 
-.35
** 
 .17
** 
 .38
** 
PA     - -.08
Ns 
-.09
Ns 
-.20
** 
-.22
** 
 .26
** 
 .30
** 
-.07
Ns 
-.36
** 
ESV      -  .77
** 
 .64
** 
 .30
** 
-.24
** 
-.26
** 
 .34
** 
 .21
** 
ETV       -  .74
** 
 .34
** 
-.35
** 
-.27
** 
 .26
** 
 .21
** 
TVict        -  .43
** 
-.31
** 
-.37
** 
 .29
** 
 .28
** 
A         - -.31
** 
-.35
** 
 .22
** 
 .30
** 
SC          -  .39
** 
-.18
** 
-.19
** 
RE           - -.28
** 
-.30
** 
CD            -  .24
** 
ICD             - 
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Figure 25. Visual representation of correlation relationships. T= Total Training, SE= Self-Efficacy, R= Risk, EE= Emotional 
Exhaustion, DP= Depersonalization, PA= Personal Accomplishment, ESV= Exposure to School Violence, ETV= Exposure to Teacher 
Victimization, TVict= Experienced Teacher Victimization, A= Attrition, SC= School Climate, RE= Role Expectations, CD= Cultural 
Differences, ICD= Impact of Cultural Differences. (+) = positive relationship, (-) = negative relationship.   
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The correlations between the training subscales and all variables were also explored to 
see if any patterns or unexpected relationships existed.  Table 22 displays these results.  In 
general, significant relationships were found between each variable that was significantly 
correlated with the Total Training scale (self-efficacy, risk, personal accomplishment, exposure 
to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced teacher victimization, school climate, and 
role expectations) and one or more of the training subscales.  There was also a significant small 
relationship found between pre-service training and impact of cultural differences.  Not having 
any training as indicated by the No Training subscale was negatively related to all variables that 
showed a relationship with the Total Training scale, with the exception of experienced teacher 
victimization.  Relationships between experiences with violence and victimization were 
primarily related to self-sought training.  There was a positive relationship between teacher’s 
level of perceived risk with self-sought training, and a smaller relationship with training received 
through mandatory certification course.  Further, school climate was found to be more 
significantly related to employer professional development than training received in pre-service, 
and was not found to be related to self-sought or mandatory certification course training.   
Table 22 
Bi-Variate Pearson Correlations between All TEV and MBI-ES Scales with Training Subscales 
 No 
Training
b 
Pre-
Service 
Employer 
Arranged 
Self-
Sought 
Mandatory 
Certification 
T -.84
** 
 .49
** 
 .64
** 
 .76
** 
  .63
** 
SE -.29
** 
 .04
Ns 
-.01
Ns 
 .18
** 
.11
* 
R       -.10
* 
 .05
Ns 
-.01
Ns 
 .24
** 
.12
*
 
EE  .07
Ns 
 .02
Ns 
-.09
Ns 
 .08
Ns 
  .02
Ns 
DP  .09
 Ns
  .06
 Ns
 -.08
 Ns
 -.07
 Ns
  -.05
 Ns
 
PA -.20
** 
 .00
 Ns
  .17
** 
 .18
** 
.16
* 
ESV -.16
** 
 .02
 Ns
  .07
 Ns
  .23
** 
  .09
Ns 
ETV -.16
** 
-.04
 Ns
  .08
 Ns
  .34
** 
  .06
 Ns
 
TVict -.08
 Ns
 .01
 Ns
  .06
 Ns
  .17
** 
  .04
 Ns
 
     (continued) 
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 No 
Training
b 
Pre-
Service 
Employer 
Arranged 
Self-
Sought 
Mandatory 
Certification 
A  .02
 Ns
 .01
 Ns
 -.03
 Ns
  .01
 Ns
 .02
 Ns
 
SC -.33
** 
     .15
* 
 .41
** 
-.03
 Ns
 .07
 Ns
 
RE -.15
** 
.05
 Ns
  .15
** 
 .01
 Ns
 .08
 Ns
 
CD -.06
 Ns
 .03
 Ns
 -.02
 Ns
  .11
 Ns
 .00
 Ns
 
ICD
a -.02
 Ns
      .16
* 
-.08
 Ns
  .05
 Ns
 .00
 Ns
 
Notes. Total sample size of n= 281.  T= Total Training, SE= Self-Efficacy, R= Risk, EE= 
Emotional Exhaustion, PA= Personal Accomplishment, DP= Depersonalization, ESV= Exposure 
to School Violence, ETV= Exposure to Teacher Victimization, TVict= Experienced Teacher 
Victimization, A= Attrition, SC= School Climate, RE= Role Expectations, CD= Cultural 
Differences, ICD= Impact of Cultural Differences. 
a
Reduced sample size of n = 191. 
b
Does not contribute to Total Training Scale. 
Ns = not significant (p> .05), *p< .05 (one-tailed), **p< .01 (one-tailed).  
 Results of Primary Research Questions 
 The results of each of the major research questions are presented here.  The first section 
presents the findings for the exploratory research questions pertaining to teacher training.  The 
second section addresses the results of the hypothesis testing for the confirmatory research 
questions evaluating the predictive relationships between training and teacher outcomes. 
Results of exploratory research questions.  This section will present the results of the 
following exploratory research questions: (a) How much training have teachers in the sample 
received on topics relevant to SV? (b) What type of training did they receive (i.e., pre-service 
training, employer arranged professional development, self-sought professional development, 
and/or mandatory certification course)? (c) Have teachers received any training related to SV 
that helped them to feel more confident in responding to SV, influenced their feelings of safety 
and potential risk of victimization in the workplace, and/or helped them to manage work-related 
stress? (d) If teachers have received such training, what aspects of this training was most helpful 
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to them (i.e., specific content, length of training, quality/experience of the trainer, point of career 
in which the training was received, relevancy of the training to real life scenarios in their schools, 
opportunity to practice skills during training, etc.)? (e) What experiences of SV were the most 
stressful for teachers during their careers, and how do they feel that training did or could have 
helped them to deal with the event? and (f) What factors or variables do teachers perceive as 
most contributing to school violence?      
Amount of school violence training received.  Frequency counts for individual items on 
the No Training subscale were analyzed for number and percentages of participants reporting 
they did or did not receive training in the topic area.  The percentage of participants reporting 
having received training in each topic provided for the training matrix is presented in Table 23.  
The topic of classroom management techniques was the only area of training where over 90% of 
teachers reported receiving training.  There were only five additional topics that 75% or more of 
teachers reported receiving training.  These included working with special education students or 
students with disabilities, bullying, behavior management strategies for individual students, 
cultural diversity, and the importance of school climate.  There were an additional eight topics 
that 60% to 75% of teachers reported receiving training to include safety training, issues relevant 
to students of low SES, issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically diverse students, crisis 
preparedness, school wide positive behavioral support programs, cross-cultural communication 
strategies, and communication with families.  Therefore, there were 14 topics that the majority of 
teachers (i.e., greater than 60%) indicated that they had received training.  Another three topics 
for which 50% to 60% of participants reported they received training included special education 
law pertaining to suspension and expulsion of students who may exhibit aggressive behavior as a 
symptom of their disability, crisis intervention in schools, and community outreach.   
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There were 14 topics remaining for which under 50% of participants reported receiving 
training.  Of note are several topics pertaining to the direct prevention or intervention for school 
violence to include identifying potentially violent students (39.5%), intervening in instances of 
school violence (42.0%), violence prevention models (35.6%), effectiveness of zero tolerance 
policies (29.2%), and dealing with potentially angry or violent parents (31.0%).  Also of note is 
that all included topics pertaining to prevention of burnout and teacher well-being fell under 50% 
of participants indicating that they had received training in the topic area.  These topics included 
advocating for teacher rights regarding safety and well-being to administration (31.7%), 
management of stress associated with occupation (38.1%), developing assertiveness skills 
(38.1%), and identifying sources of support when needed regarding work related issues (48.8%).   
Table 23 
Number of Participants Receiving Training  
Training Topic n % 95% CI 
Classroom management techniques
a
 261 92.9 [89.9, 95.9] 
Behavior management strategies for individual students
b
 232 82.6 [78.2, 87.0] 
Working with special education students/students with disabilities 231 82.2 [77.7, 86.7] 
Cultural diversity
c
 225 80.1 [75.4, 84.8] 
General information and/or current state of research on bullying
c
 216 76.9 [72.0, 81.8] 
   (continued) 
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Training Topic n % 95% CI 
Importance of positive school climate (defined as norms/culture 
within the school that promotes positive relationships among 
school members and reinforces pro-social behaviors)
a
  
211 75.1 [70.0, 80.2] 
Issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically diverse students 205 73.0 [67.8, 78.2] 
Communication with families 201 71.5 [66.2, 76.8] 
Issues relevant to students of low socioeconomic background 200 71.2 [65.9, 76.5] 
Safety training
a
 193 68.7 [63.3, 74.1] 
Conflict resolution strategies to be used in personal interactions 
with students 
188 66.9 [61.4, 72.4] 
School wide positive behavioral support programs
a
 184 65.5 [59.9, 71.1] 
Crisis preparedness in schools 183 65.1 [59.5, 70.7] 
Cross cultural communication strategies
c
 177 63.0 [57.4, 68.6] 
Special education law pertaining to suspension and expulsion of 
students who may exhibit aggressive behavior as a symptom of 
their disability 
161 57.3 [51.5, 63.1] 
Community outreach
a
 151 53.7 [47.9, 59.5] 
Crisis intervention in schools
c
 144 51.2 [45.4, 57.0] 
Identifying sources of support when needed regarding work related 
issues
b
 
137 48.8 [43.0, 54.6] 
Intervening in instances of school violence
b
 118 42.0 [36.2, 47.8] 
Issues relevant to students exposed to community violence
b
 115 40.9 [35.2, 46.6] 
   (continued) 
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Training Topic n % 95% CI 
Identifying potentially violent students
c
 111 39.5 [33.8, 45.2] 
Management of stress associated with occupation 107 38.1 [32.4, 43.8] 
Developing assertiveness skills
a
 107 38.1 [32.4, 43.8] 
General information and/or current state of research on gangs in 
schools 
107 38.1 [32.4, 43.8] 
Violence prevention models
a
  100 35.6 [30.0, 41.2] 
Teaching students who engage in delinquent and/or criminal 
behavior
b
 
94 33.5 [28.0, 39.0] 
Advocating for teacher rights regarding safety and well-being to 
administration 
89 31.7 [26.3, 37.1] 
Dealing with potentially angry or violent parents
b
 87 31.0 [25.6, 36.4] 
General information and/or current state of research on extreme 
instances of school violence (i.e. acts of mass violence in schools)
c
 
84 29.9 [24.5, 35.3] 
Effectiveness of zero tolerance policies
b
 82 29.2 [23.9, 34.5] 
General information and/or current state of research on hate 
motivated violence
b
 
70 24.9 [19.8, 30.0] 
Note.  Percentages based on final sample of n=281; CI= confidence interval. 
a
Two participants did not answer item. 
b
One participant did not answer item. 
c
Three participants 
did not answer item. 
Teachers were asked to indicate if they received training related to SV beyond the 31 
topics offered on the Total Training Matrix.  Results of the responses indicated that only 27 
participants (9.6%) reported receiving additional topics of training, 8 (27.5%) of which indicated 
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a duplication of a topic already provided on the Total Training Matrix or did not specify the 
additional topic of training received.  Therefore, very few participants reported additional 
training. 
Types of school violence training received.  Analysis of the TEV training subscales 
indicate that teachers reported receiving more training in the provided topics through employer 
professional development compared to other types of training offered, with the fewest teachers 
reporting receiving training in the provided topics during mandatory certification courses.  
Figure 26 displays a comparison of the distribution of scale scores for each type of training 
represented by a training subscale (i.e., Pre-Service Training, Employer Professional 
Development, Self-Sought Training, and Mandatory Certification Course subscales).  All 
subscales have a possible score range of 0 to 31, with each point representing a topic received.  
As Figure 26 shows, for the Pre-Service Training and Self-Sought Training subscales 50% of 
participants had scale scores lower than 5 and 75% of participants had scale scores lower than 
10; while 75% of participants had scale scores of 5 or lower on the Mandatory Certification 
Course subscale.  Therefore, 75% of participants reported receiving training in less than 10 
topics across all 3 of these training types.   
In examining frequencies and percentages of participants’ responses to individual items, 
the highest percentages for teachers reporting training in any individual topic across training 
types did not exceed 60%.  Therefore, there was no one topic for which the overwhelming 
majority (i.e., greater than 60%) of the sample reported receiving training through any one 
particular type of training.  The overall rates of participants who reported receiving training in 
each topic offered on the Total Training Matrix were relatively low for all types of training when 
looked at individually (the interested reader can find a table detailing the number and percent of 
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participants reporting receiving each topic for each training type in Appendix F).  The results of 
participants’ report of training received for each type of training is presented here.         
 
Figure 26. Comparison of distribution of training subscale scores. 
Pre-Service Training. Of note, the topic of classroom management techniques was the 
only topic where more than half of participants reported receiving training in their pre-service 
programs.  The following topics were reported as received by over 25% of participants: working 
with special education students or students with disabilities, issues relevant to students of low 
socioeconomic background, issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically diverse students, 
behavior management strategies for individual students, cultural diversity, cross-cultural 
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communication strategies, importance of positive school climate, and communication with 
families.  While these topics were included in the Total Training Matrix for their influence on 
violence through an ecological perspective, none of the topics reported by more than 25% of 
teachers directly addressed training regarding SV.  The remaining 22 topics had rates lower than 
25% of teachers reporting that they had received training on the topic in their pre-service 
programs.  Taken together, these results indicate that the majority of teachers in the sample 
reported that they did not receive training on topics directly addressing SV in their pre-service 
training programs.  
Employer professional development.  As stated previously, more topics were reported as 
received overall through employer professional development by participants compared to other 
types of training.  Topics pertaining to school wide prevention through positive behavioral 
supports, crisis preparedness, safety training, classroom management techniques, behavior 
management strategies for individual students, and general information and/or current state of 
research on bullying were reported as received by over 50% of participants, indicating more 
inclusion of topics directly pertaining to SV compared to the results of training received in pre-
service.  Further, over 25% of participants reported receiving training in the following topics: 
importance of positive school climate, working with special education students/students with 
disabilities, cultural diversity, conflict resolution strategies to be used in personal interactions 
with students, crisis intervention in schools, communication with families, issues relevant to 
culturally and/or linguistically diverse students, issues relevant to students of low socioeconomic 
background, intervening in instances of school violence, cross-cultural communication strategies, 
special education law pertaining to suspension and expulsion of students who may exhibit 
aggressive behavior as a symptom of their disability, and community outreach.  This also 
179 
 
 
 
  
1
7
9
 
 
demonstrated more inclusion of topics directly related to SV compared to pre-service training.  
However, the bulk of topics pertaining to SV and related teacher well-being were reported as 
received by fewer than 25% of participants including the following: identifying potentially 
violent students, violence prevention models, general information and/or current state of research 
on gangs in schools, identifying sources of support when needed regarding work related issues, 
effectiveness of zero tolerance policies, general information and/or current state of research on 
extreme instances of school violence (i.e. acts of mass violence in schools), issues relevant to 
students exposed to community violence, teaching students who engage in delinquent and/or 
criminal behavior, management of stress associated with occupation, developing assertiveness 
skills, general information and/or current state of research on hate motivated violence, 
advocating for teacher rights regarding safety and well-being to administration, and dealing with 
potentially angry or violent parents. 
Self-sought training.  Similar to pre-service training, the topic of classroom management 
techniques was the only topic where more than half of participants reported receiving training 
through self-sought training.  Five of the seven topics that were reported as received by over 
25% of participants were the same as those more commonly reported as received during pre-
service training and included behavior management strategies for individual students, cultural 
diversity, communication with families, issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically diverse 
students, and working with special education students/students with disabilities.  The additional 
two topics reported as received by over 25% of participants were issues relevant to students of 
low socioeconomic background and conflict resolution strategies to be used in personal 
interactions with students.  Again, similar to topics reported as received during pre-service 
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training, the remaining 23 topics including most topics directly related to SV were reported as 
received by less than 25% of participants.  
Mandatory certification course.  The topics of classroom management and working with 
special education students/students with disabilities were the most commonly reported topics 
received through mandatory certification courses; however, only 18.5% of participants reported 
they received training in these topics.  The rates of participants reporting they received training 
through mandatory certification courses in the remaining 29 topics ranged from 0.4% to 13.9%.  
Clearly, the rates of participants reporting receiving training related to SV through mandatory 
certification courses were very low in the sample overall. 
 Perceptions of helpfulness of training.  Participants were asked to indicate if they had 
received any training related to SV that helped them in each of the following ways: to feel more 
confident in responding to SV, to feel safer and less at risk for victimization at work, and to 
manage work-related stress.  There were 147 (52.3%) of participants that stated their training had 
not helped them in any of these ways.  Table 24 displays the number and percent of participants 
who reported that training had helped them in one or more of these ways.  Over one-third of the 
sample reported receiving training that helped to increase confidence in responding to SV, with 
fewer participants reporting receiving training that helped them to feel less at risk and to manage 
work-related stress.  A total of 202 participants (71.9%; 95% CI= [66.6, 77.2]) indicated that 
they thought having additional training in the future would help them to respond to, manage or 
cope with SV; while 68 (24.2%; 95% CI= [19.2, 29.2]) indicated that having additional training 
would not be helpful and 11 (3.9%; 95% CI= [1.8, 6.2]) did not indicate a response.   
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Table 24 
Participants Who Received Helpful Training 
 n % 95% CI 
To feel more confident in responding to SV 100 35.6 [30.0, 41.2] 
To feel safer and less at risk for victimization at work 81 28.8 [23.5, 34.1] 
To manage work-related stress
 
58 20.6 [15.9, 25.3] 
Note.  Total sample of n=281; CI= confidence interval. 
 Identified aspects of helpful training.  The results of the responses to the survey item 
asking what aspects of training participants found most helpful is displayed in Table 25.  The 
results show that the elements of “the specific training content,” “quality of trainers,” and “the 
relevancy of training to real life scenarios” were most frequently chosen as helpful aspects of 
training received by participants. The aspect of training least identified as helpful was “the length 
of the training” and very few participants provided their own identified aspect of training 
perceived as helpful in the open ended response area.  
Table 25 
Summary of Helpful Aspects of Training  
Aspect of Training n % 95% CI 
The specific content of the training 84 29.9 [24.5, 35.3] 
The relevancy of training to real life scenarios 79 28.1 [22.8,33.4] 
The quality or experience of the trainer 73 26.0 [20.9, 31.1] 
The training format (e.g. workshop, college 
course, etc.) 
48 17.1 [12.7, 21.5] 
   (continued) 
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Aspect of Training n % 95% CI 
The opportunity to role play or practice learned 
skills 
47 16.7 [12.3, 21.1] 
The point of career in which training was 
received  
41 14.6 [10.5, 18.7] 
The length of the training 13   4.6 [2.2, 7.0] 
Other
a
 3   1.1 [-0.1, 2.3] 
Note.  Total sample of n=281.   
a
Other responses included one participant indicating that mandatory training is required, one 
participant indicating that the training was prior to becoming a teacher, and one participant 
indicating personal counseling. 
Perceptions of helpfulness of training in regards to most stressful experience of school 
violence.  A series of multiple choice and open-ended items were analyzed to explore if 
participants’ felt their training experiences prepared them to deal with their most stressful 
experiences with SV.  Information was collected regarding the actual experience of SV, the 
participants’ perceptions of whether or not their training had prepared them for the experience, 
and participants’ perceptions of how their training helped if they reported it did prepare them to 
deal with their SV experience or how training may have better helped them if they reported that 
their training did not prepare them to deal with their SV experience.  The results of these series 
of questions are presented here.       
Most stressful experiences of school violence.  A total of 221 participants provided an 
answer in the open-ended response field asking them to describe one personal experience with 
SV that was the most stressful for them.  Eight participants provided a response with two violent 
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events described for a total of 229 violent events across 22 categories.  A total of 14 (6.1, 95% CI 
= [3.0, 9.2]) participants indicated that they did not have a stressful experience with SV.  The 
results of the content analysis for the types of violent events reported are displayed in Table 26. 
Table 26 
Most Stressful School Violence Experience   
Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
A violent 
altercation/fight or 
student(s) to student(s) 
assault/attempted assault. 
“Two girls fighting before school 
outside the bus loop.” 
55 24.0 [18.5, 29.5]  
A student engaging in 
explosive behavior or 
generalized physical 
aggression not targeted at 
a specific person.  
“A student throwing things in a fit of 
rage.” 
29 12.7 [8.4, 17.0] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Experienced direct 
physical assault or 
attempted assault by a 
student (including with 
an object or weapon).   
“Student taking me into a chokehold 
during an outdoor project.” 
18 7.9 [4.4, 11.4] 
Experienced threat, 
verbal abuse, or 
intimidation directly 
from a student or via 
phone, internet, or in 
writing. 
“I had a student threaten to bring his 
gun and shoot me.” 
18 7.9 [4.4, 11.4] 
Experienced direct 
verbal aggression or 
threat, hostility or anger, 
bullying or intimidation 
in attempt to persuade or 
control, or other assault 
from a parent. 
“A verbal assault by a parent.  The 
student went home and told a parent 
something that did not occur in the 
classroom and the parent called 
threatening my job.” 
14 6.1 [3.0, 9.2] 
    (continued) 
     
185 
 
 
 
  
1
8
5
 
 
Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
One incident or multiple 
related incidents 
involving multiple forms 
of aggression or violence 
that can not be solely 
categorized together in 
another single category. 
“Student brought a knife and brass 
knuckles to school.  Found in gym 
locker.  Student threatened 
administration with use.  I was called 
to assess situation since it was a 
student with a disability.  Student was 
irate, defiant, and verbally and 
physically acting out.  Attempted de-
escalation [sic] with student and crisis 
intervention; which did not work.  
Police were called and student was 
removed from school grounds.” 
14 6.1 [3.0, 9.2] 
Student weapon 
possession. 
“Students bringing weapons to school 
in car and no one knowing about until 
after the fact.” 
11 4.8 [2.0, 7.6] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
General statement 
without mention of a 
specific incident 
regarding working with 
Special Education 
students, students with 
emotional disabilities, 
students with mental 
health issues, or students 
with violent histories. 
“Dealing with angry teenagers who 
are in the same class is stressful.” 
9 3.9 [1.4, 6.4] 
Witnessed another 
teacher or staff member 
involved or intervening 
in a form of school 
violence including being 
victimized by a student, 
parent, or other staff 
member. 
“The most stressful experience I've 
had was witnessing a student 
assaulting a fellow teacher when the 
teacher was attempting to break up an 
altercation.” 
9 3.9 [1.4, 6.4] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
A school-wide threat of 
violence or a school-
wide event requiring lock 
down. 
“We had a fugitive loose on school 
property and had to go into soft 
lockdown.  We were unable to inform 
students of when this would end, and 
were held inside through lunch.” 
6 2.6 [0.5, 4.7] 
Verbal abuse or 
aggression, intimidation, 
bullying, or relational 
aggression from co-
workers or 
administration. 
“Rumors spread by other teachers.” 5 2.2 [0.3, 4.1] 
Student engaged in 
potentially dangerous, 
oppositional, or 
disruptive behavior not 
including physical 
aggression. 
“Student screaming and refusing to 
leave.” 
4 1.8 [0.1, 3.5] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Violent or abusive 
language in the 
classroom not solely 
directed towards teacher. 
“Student verbally abusive during 
class.” 
4 1.8 [0.1, 3.5] 
Violent student death 
(murder or suicide). 
“We had a student commit suicide 
with a handgun right before school...” 
4 1.8 [0.1, 3.5] 
Sexual assault, 
harassment, or 
inappropriate touching in 
a sexual manner by a 
student or group of 
students. 
“Being surrounded by a group of 5 
boys…backed me against a wall and 
started playing with my hair and [sic] 
blowing in my face.” 
3 1.3 [-0.2, 2.8] 
Generalized bullying 
without physical 
aggression. 
“When I can't stop students from 
picking on each other, putting each 
other down, as it is the starting point 
for bullying.” 
3 1.3 [-0.2, 2.8] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Described stress 
associated with school 
climate or cultural 
interactions without 
reference to a specific 
violent incident. 
“Not one specific stressful 
incident...just general change in 
school climate in general.” 
3 1.3 [-0.2, 2.8] 
Vicarious stress related 
to instances of school 
violence in the media, 
including addressing 
with other students and 
managing own related 
emotional reactions, fear, 
or stress. 
“Answering questions and addressing 
the school shooting in Connecticut.” 
2 0.9 [-0.3, 2.1] 
An experience with a 
violent student without 
describing the violent 
behavior or an intended 
target specifically. 
“A violent student injured me and 
several coworkers. Dealing with 
workmen's comp was the worst 
experience ever!” 
2 0.9 [-0.3, 2.1] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
A student riot or group of 
students unable to be 
controlled. 
“In the school before the one I teach 
in I was caught in the middle of a 
student fight.  The group of students 
circled me and I could not get out…”   
1 0.4 [-0.4, 1.2] 
Victim of a crime at 
school other than an 
assault (theft, car 
vandalized, etc.). 
“Theft of personal belongings – 
purse.” 
1 0.4 [-0.4, 1.2] 
Worrying about the 
potential for a violent 
attack on their school 
without reference to any 
other incident. 
“Worrying about active shooters in 
my school and not having a plan that 
doesn't involve me as a sitting target 
with my class.” 
1 0.4 [-0.4, 1.2] 
Note. A total of 221 participants responded to the item; eight participants provided two responses 
resulting in a total of 229 violent events coded and included in the content analysis. 
a
One response from each category was chosen to exemplify the type of responses coded into the 
category.  
b
Percent of n=229 violent events coded.          
 The results indicate that there was variation in the kinds of stressful violent experiences 
reported by teachers.  However, the categories with the highest rate of responses were reports of 
student-to-student physical aggression (24.0%), non-targeted student explosive or physically 
aggressive behavior (12.7%), and participant experiences of victimization (physical victimization 
by a student [7.9%], verbal victimization by a student [7.9%], and victimization by a parent 
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[6.1%]).  Student behavior involving multiple forms of violence was also more frequently rated 
(6.1%).  All other categories established contained less than 5% of responses.    
 Did training help?  Participants were asked if their training prepared them to respond to 
the event they described.  The majority of participants (177; 63%; 95% CI= [56.7, 69.3]) 
indicated that their training did not prepare them to respond to the event; while 59 (21%; 95% 
CI= [15.7, 26.3]) chose yes and 45 (16%; (95% CI= [11.3, 20.7]) did not answer the item.  A 
total of 236 participants responded to the item indicating that 15 participants who did not provide 
an answer to their most stressful experience with SV answered this item.  Survey logic directed 
participants to answer an open-ended item asking how their training was helpful (for those who 
answered yes) or how training could have better prepared them (for those who answered no).   
Identified ways training helped.  There were nine participants who did not answer the 
survey logic question asking if their training prepared them during the stressful experience with 
violence, but then provided an answer to the open-ended item asking for specification of how 
previous training helped during the stressful experience with violence.  Of these participants, 
eight provided a response that their training did not help or that they did not receive training and 
one provided a response that they were unsure how their training helped.  These responses were 
coded as invalid.  Six participants who answered that their training did help them on the survey 
logic multiple choice item did not provide an answer to the open-ended follow-up item; 
therefore, there were a total of 62 responses coded.  Out of the 62 responses 35 responses 
contained a single theme, while 23 responses contained two themes, three responses contained 
three themes, and one response contained four themes for a total of 94 themes identified in the 
responses.   A total of 14 responses (22.6; 95% CI = [12.2, 33.0]) were invalid as they did not 
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answer the question.  The results of the content analysis for how training helped manage the 
event are displayed in Table 27.  There were 13 categories identified from the raw data. 
Table 27 
How Training Helped with Most Stressful School Violence Experience  
Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Helped to stay calm, 
manage own emotional 
reaction, and/or respond 
confidently/effectively to 
situation. 
“Helped me stay calm in a stressful 
situation.” 
24 40.4 [28.2, 52.6] 
Knew specific plan, 
procedures, or steps to 
follow. 
“The training outlined specific 
procedures to follow.” 
13 20.9 [10.8, 31.0] 
Helped to attend to or 
communicate to group of 
students about the violent 
or crisis situation and/or 
manage group of students 
during the event. 
“Kept other students safe.” 11 17.7 [8.2, 27.2] 
    (continued) 
     
193 
 
 
 
  
1
9
3
 
 
Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Helped to use general or 
verbal strategies to calm 
violent student/diffuse 
situation. 
“I have CPI training which helped 
me with being able to use words to 
diffuse the situation.” 
11 17.7 [8.2, 27.2] 
Knew to call for assistance 
or involve administration. 
“… I also knew to immediately 
call our principal and school 
resource officer.” 
7 11.3 [3.4, 19.2] 
Was able to employ 
risk/threat assessment 
strategies to determine 
severity of situation and 
next step. 
“I recognized that the signs 
exhibited were more than likely 
talk and not action--but could 
become action.” 
3 6.5 [0.4, 12.6] 
Training allowed for self-
reflection of related 
experiences. 
“It taught me that I don't always 
follow directions as well as I 
should and that sometimes what I 
heard didn't register.” 
3 6.5 [0.4, 12.6] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Mention of understanding 
or empathizing with needs 
of violent student. 
“I knew that the student's personal 
issues created the hostile situation 
and it was not directed towards 
me.” 
3 6.5 [0.4, 12.6] 
Identification or awareness 
of potentially violent 
situation. 
“1) to identify it  …” 2 3.2 [-1.2, 7.6] 
Avoidance of escalation to 
violence. 
“The one experience I had came 
just months into my career so 
subsequent trainings - I believe - 
have helped me avoid dealing with 
a similarly hostile situation.” 
1 1.6 [-1.5, 4.7] 
Increased preparedness. “More prepared.” 1 1.6 [-1.5, 4.7] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Knowledge of importance 
of positive relationships 
with students and/or 
positive school climate. 
“…Students look to teachers for 
guidance in how to handle 
situations, so by building positive 
relationships you often can de-
escalate [sic] high energy 
situations that can potentially lead 
to violence.” 
1 1.6 [-1.5, 4.7] 
Able to provide support for 
other teachers. 
“I was not trained in restraint 
training.  I listened to the teachers 
afterwards who needed to 
talk/decompress.” 
1 1.6 [-1.5, 4.7] 
Note. A total of 62 participants provided a response with 94 themes identified; CI= confidence 
interval.   
a
One response from each category was chosen to exemplify the type of responses coded into the 
category.  
b
Percent of n=62 coded participant responses.   
 The results suggest that the largest group of participants who provided valid responses 
identified that their training helped them stay calm during the situation and/or confidently or 
effectively respond to the situation (40.4%); followed by those indicating that it helped them 
know the specific procedures or steps to follow (20.9%).  Training that helped participants attend 
to the safety or communicate with a group of students during the event (17.7%); and training that 
provided strategies to diffuse the situation (17.7%) were the next categories most frequently 
identified.  All other categories were identified by less than 15% of participants.    
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 Identified ways training could have better prepared.  Of the 177 participants who 
indicated that their training did not help them during their most stressful experience with SV, 28 
did not provide an answer to the open-ended response asking how their training could have better 
prepared them to respond to the event.  Of the 149 that did respond, 141 of the responses 
contained one theme and eight responses contained two themes for a total of 157 themes 
identified from the responses that were coded into 9 categories.  A total of 26 participants 
(17.5%; 95% CI= [11.4, 23.6]) did not provide a response that answered the question.  The 
results of the content analysis for the valid responses are displayed in Table 28.  
Table 28 
How Training Could Have Better Prepared for Most Stressful School Violence Experience  
Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Training in specific 
strategies for direct 
intervention, school-
specific protocols or 
procedures, and/or 
specific steps to take 
when an incident occurs. 
“Give me actual techniques to use to 
talk students down.” 
53 35.6 [27.9, 43.3] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Begins with or includes 
statement that individual 
is not sure or does not 
think that training would 
have helped. 
“I am not sure any training would 
have prepared me for the stressful 
environment I work in.” 
41 27.5 [20.3, 34.7] 
Training to increase 
awareness or 
preparedness regarding 
the potential for different 
kinds of violence to 
occur, including 
identifying risk and pro-
active solutions to 
violence prior to 
occurrence. 
“I had never experienced that type of 
situation before and I guess just 
knowing (or realizing) that situation 
could happen would have been 
helpful…” 
8 5.4 [1.8, 9.0] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
Training could have 
assisted in coping with 
own emotional reactions/ 
stress, self-advocating 
for needs, and/or 
increased confidence in 
responding to incident. 
“I would have had more confidence in 
regard to handling the situation.” 
8 5.4 [1.8, 9.0] 
Training could have 
increased knowledge of 
own rights, legal 
responsibilities, and/or 
liabilities. 
“Know what my rights as a teacher 
are, and need to know law better so 
we can respond appropriately within 
the law.” 
7 4.7 [1.3, 8.1] 
Training in how to work 
with students with 
emotional disabilities or 
mental health issues. 
“More training about how to better 
deal with students with emotional 
disturbance; even faculty members 
will set them off when it is 
preventable.” 
6 4.0 [0.9, 7.1] 
    (continued) 
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Category Example Response
a 
n % 
b 
95% CI 
 General statement that 
having more training or 
more in-depth training 
would have helped. 
“Just being more prepared in general.” 4 2.7 [0.1, 5.3] 
 Training in specific 
cultural or community 
issue relevant to their 
experience with violence 
(cultural communication, 
gang activity, etc.). 
“Specific training on gang violence 
and community outreach.” 
2 1.3 [-0.5, 3.1] 
Noted that the incident 
occurred during early 
career and subsequent 
training received could 
have been useful without 
reference to specific 
elements. 
“That was my first year - the training 
I've had since would have helped.” 
2 1.3 [-0.5, 3.1] 
Note. A total of 149 responses were coded resulting in 157 identified themes; CI= confidence 
interval. 
a
One response from each category was chosen to exemplify the type of responses coded into the 
category.  
b
Percent of n=149 coded participant responses.          
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 The highest number of participants identified that training could have helped them with 
their most stressful SV experience by providing steps for responding to the situation (i.e., steps 
for direct intervention with the violent individual and/or steps for expected procedures to follow 
when an incident occurs) resulting in 53 (35.6%; 95% CI= [27.9%, 43.3%]) of responses falling 
in this category.  The second most frequent response indicated that participants did not think or 
were unsure that their training could have better prepared them to deal with the incident resulting 
in 27 (18.1%; 95% CI= [11.9%, 24.3%]) of responses falling in this category.  The remaining 
categories consisted of less than 6% of responses. 
Factors or variables teachers perceive to most contribute to school violence.  
Participants were asked to identify three factors or variables they thought most contribute to the 
occurrence of violence in schools.  Three open-ended response fields labeled by number were 
provided.  A total of 263 participants provided a response for the first field, 260 provided a 
response for the first and second field, and 249 provided a response for all three fields for a total 
of 772 responses coded into 35 categories.  A total of 24 of these responses were coded to have 
two themes present and one was coded to have four themes present; therefore, an additional 27 
themes were accounted for in the results totaling 799 contributing factors to SV that were 
categorized.  One response was invalid and removed from the tabulated results.  The results are 
displayed in Table 29. 
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Table 29 
Factors Identified to Most Contribute to School Violence  
Category n % 
a 
95% CI 
Family Issues, problems, influences, lack of support (including 
parenting practices and lack of parental involvement in 
school/education) 
148   56.3 [50.3, 62.3] 
Lack of discipline, safety plans or procedures (including 
supervision), effective codes of conduct, and/or consistent 
consequences at the school level not attributed directly to 
administration 
84 31.9 [26.3, 37.5] 
SES, poverty 70 26.6 [21.3, 31.9] 
Student(s)’, or general reference to, personality, attitude, or 
behavioral characteristics (e.g., entitlement, disrespect, 
ignorance, need for attention, low self-esteem, lack of remorse, 
selfishness, etc.) 
43 16.3 [11.8, 20.8] 
Ineffective or inconsistent administration or leadership 39 14.8 [10.5, 19.1] 
Bullying- including relational aggression, rumor spreading, 
social exclusion, etc. (does not include social 
media/cyberbullying)  
30 11.4 [7.6, 15.2] 
   (continued) 
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Category n % 
a 
95% CI 
School climate issues (including staff relationships, culture of 
building, reference to bi-directional lack of collaboration w/ 
parents or community, student involvement, etc. not specified in 
another category) 
30 11.4 [7.6, 15.2] 
Gangs 27 10.3 [6.6, 14.0] 
Community violence and/or negative influences 25  9.5 [6.0, 13.0] 
Drugs 25  9.5 [6.0, 13.0] 
Issues pertaining to special education diagnosis, emotional 
disabilities and/or mental health diagnosis  
25  9.5 [6.0, 13.0] 
Student to student relationships, peer influences/pressure 22  8.4 [5.0, 11.8] 
Student negative affect not specified as a mental health diagnosis 
or classification (i.e., frustration/anger/stress), regardless of 
trigger (home/school/peers, etc.), and/or lack of coping skills for 
negative emotional affect 
22  8.4 [5.0, 11.8] 
General culture of violence in society or general reference to 
culture 
20  7.6 [4.4, 10.8] 
Insufficient non-violent problem-solving, conflict resolution, 
decision-making, emotional literacy or social skills or 
training/education on these topics 
17  6.5 [3.5, 9.5] 
Violent media or media in general 16  6.1 [3.2, 9.0] 
   (continued) 
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Category n % 
a 
95% CI 
Cultural differences, racism, discrimination, intolerance for 
differences, etc. 
15  5.7 [2.9, 8.5] 
Teacher or staff variables (including training, 
classroom/behavior management, attitudes) 
14  5.3 [2.6, 8.0] 
Lack of effective school-based behavioral supports, emotional 
supports, or services for students (including identification of at-
risk students) 
13  4.9 [2.3, 7.5] 
Issues pertaining to communication, trust, misunderstandings 
unspecified 
13  4.9 [2.3, 7.5] 
Social media or cyberbullying 11  4.2 [1.8, 6.6] 
Overall changes or issues in society, politics, laws and/or popular 
culture without specific reference to violence (including 
statements regarding lack of societal support for education and 
schools) 
11  4.2 [1.8, 6.6] 
Class or school size; overworked staff/understaffing issues; lack 
of school funding 
9  3.4 [1.2, 5.6] 
Lack of positive role models (not specified to family influences) 9  3.4 [1.2, 5.6] 
Lack of prosocial activities or community resources for 
support/extracurricular guidance 
8  3.0 [0.9, 5.1] 
Student-staff relationships 7  2.7 [0.7, 4.7] 
   (continued) 
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Category n % 
a 
95% CI 
Behavioral issues of students not specified as  having an 
emotional disability or special education students- including 
impulsivity 
7  2.7 [0.7, 4.7] 
Variables associated with age (e.g., teenage emotional reactions, 
hormones, etc.) 
7  2.7 [0.7, 4.7] 
Ignoring violent behavior or problem of violence   7    2.7 [0.7, 4.7] 
Guns/gun laws/access to weapons 5  1.9 [0.2, 3.6] 
Location, environmental, or unspecified external factors 5  1.9 [0.2, 3.6] 
Lack of student or general reference to lack of motivation or 
positive outlook for future 
5  1.9 [0.2, 3.6] 
Academic ability, engagement, or relevance of curriculum 5  1.9 [0.2, 3.6] 
Lack of early intervention, school readiness, or interventions for 
adjustment issues at an early age  
4  1.5 [0.0, 3.0] 
 Note.  A total of 263 participants provided at least one response with a total of 799 response 
themes identified and categorized; CI= confidence interval. 
a
Percent of 263 participants. 
 The results show that participants identified a variety of factors that they perceived 
contributed to the occurrence of SV.  However, over one-half of participants (148; 56.3%; 95% 
CI = [50.3, 62.3]) who gave at least one response identified family issues or problems as a major 
contributing factor to the occurrence of SV, with this category having the largest proportion of 
responses.  The next category with the most responses was lack of discipline, safety plans or 
procedures, effective codes of conduct, and/or consistent consequences at the school level; with 
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just under one-third of participants indicating a response fitting into this factor (84, 31.9%, 95% 
CI = [26.3, 37.5]).  The third category with the most responses identified SES or poverty as a 
major factor contributing to the occurrence of violence in schools; with just over one-quarter of 
participants providing a response coded into this category (70, 26.6%, 95% CI = [21.3, 31.9]).  
The remainder of categories had rates of fewer than 18% of participants providing a response 
that was coded into each category. 
Results of hypothesis testing for confirmatory research questions.  The confirmatory 
research questions for the current research study were as follows: (a) What is the relationship 
between training and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in responding to SV?, (b) What is the 
relationship between training and teachers’ perceived risk of being a victim of SV?, and (c) What 
is the relationship between training and teachers’ level of burnout? For each research question 
the following variables were considered as covariates to address the complicated nature of SV 
occurring within an ecological context: (a) exposure to SV, (b) exposure to teacher victimization, 
(c) experienced teacher victimization, (d) attrition related to SV, (e) school climate, (f) teacher 
role expectations, (g) cultural differences, and (h) impact of cultural differences.  Hierarchical 
multiple regression was used to test each hypothesis with the ecological covariates entered in 
step one and training added in step two.  Due to the reduced sample size of participants who 
reported cultural differences from their students and were eligible to complete the Impact of 
Cultural Differences scale on the TEV, this covariate was entered with the others in a separate 
regression analysis after each hypothesis was tested with the full sample; therefore, each 
hypothesis test discusses the results of two separate regression analyses: one for the full sample 
of n = 281 excluding impact of cultural differences and one for n = 191 including impact of 
cultural differences.  This section will present the results of the hypotheses testing.  For all 
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hypotheses tests the results were checked for violations of assumptions (i.e., collinearity 
statistics, histograms, plots, and Durban-Watson statistics) and no major indicators of potential 
violations were noted.   
Hypothesis 1.  Hypothesis 1 states that teachers with more training in areas related to SV 
will have higher levels of self-efficacy in responding to SV.  Table 30 displays the results of the 
hierarchical multiple regression analyses for hypothesis 1.  The results of the first analysis 
including training and all potential covariates with the exception of impact of cultural differences 
indicated that training significantly predicted an increase in teacher self-efficacy in responding to 
instances of SV (t[272] = 2.91, p<.01).  The only covariate that also significantly 
predicted self-efficacy in this model including training was role expectations with higher 
matches in role expectations predicting increased self-efficacy (t[272] = 2.28, p<.05).   
The overall model including training was statistically significant (R
2 
= .12, F [8, 272] = 4.52, 
p<.001) with a very small but significant effect size for the change from the initial model 
excluding training (R2 = .03, F [1, 272] = 8.48, p<.01).  Therefore, hypothesis 1 is supported.  
However, given the small effect size caution should be taken in over interpreting these results.   
The results of the second hierarchical multiple regression, including impact of cultural 
differences, for n = 191 participants showed that impact of cultural differences did not 
significantly predict self-efficacy and training still remained a predictor of teacher self-efficacy 
in responding to instances of SV ( = 0.16, t[183] = 2.68, p<.01).  Role expectations also 
remained a significant predictor of self-efficacy in this model ( = 0.55, t[183] = 2.37, p<.05).  
The overall model including impact of cultural differences was also statistically significant (R
2 
= 
.17, F [9, 183] = 4.27, p<.001) with the same small, but significant effect size for the change in 
the model when training was added as a predictor as seen in the first regression analysis (R2 = 
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.03, F [1, 183] = 7.17, p<.01).  Therefore, hypothesis 1 remains supported.  The same cautions 
stated above apply in the second regression analysis.  Although the overall models were 
significant, the effect size suggests that the models explained only about 12% to 17% of the 
variance that predicts self-efficacy and that training predicted 3% of the variance over and above 
the ecological covariates.    
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Table 30 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 1  
  Self-Efficacy in Responding to SV  
(n=281) 
   Self-Efficacy in Responding to SV  
(n=191) 
 
 Model 1 Model 2   Model 1 Model 2  
Variable    95% CI      95% CI 
Constant    27.52
*** 
    25.97
***        28.29
*** 
   28.24
***
    
Exposure to SV  0.21
 
  0.20  [-0.03, 0.43]  .16
 
  0.18  0.18  [-0.09, 0.45]   .15 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization  0.03
 
 -0.02  [-0.25, 0.20] -.02
 
      -0.01 -0.06  [-0.33, 0.22] -.05 
Experienced Teacher Victimization -0.14 -0.14  [-0.40, 0.12] -.10
 
 -0.02 -0.02
 
 [-0.31, 0.28] -.01 
Attrition -0.05 -0.05  [-0.63, 0.53] -.01
 
 -0.03 -0.05  [-0.68, 0.58] -.01 
School Climate   0.19
*
  0.11  [-0.08, 0.30]  .08
 
   0.26
* -0.16  [-0.06, 0.38]  .11 
Role Expectations   0.50
* 
   0.45
*  [0.06, 0.84]  .15
 
   0.62
* 
  0.55
*  [0.09, 1.02]  .18 
Cultural Differences -0.31 -0.35  [-0.82, 0.12] -.09
 
 -0.34 -0.40  [-1.03, 0.22] -.09 
Impact of Cultural Differences  
 
  
 
 -0.49 -0.56  [-1.19, 0.07] -.13 
Training       0.14
**  [0.05, 0.24]  .18
 
      0.16
**  [0.04, 0.27]  .20 
R
2 
  .09    .12      .14 
 
.17   
F    3.85
**  4.52
***         3.78
***   4.27
***   
R
2     .03  
   
 .03
 
  
F   8.48
**      7.17
**   
Note. 
*
p<.05, 
**
p<.01, 
***
p<.001.   
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Hypothesis 2.  Hypothesis 2 states that teachers with more training in areas related to SV 
will have lower perceived risk of victimization.  Table 31 displays the results of the hierarchical 
multiple regression analyses for hypothesis 2.  The results of the first analysis including training 
and all potential covariates with the exception of impact of cultural differences indicated that 
training significantly predicted a small increase in teacher perceived risk of being a victim of SV 
(= 0.05, t[272] = 2.10, p<.05), which is the opposite of the predicted direction.  Exposure to 
SV (= 0.15, t[272] = 2.87, p<.01), exposure to teacher victimization (= 0.10, t[272] = 1.99, 
p<.05), experienced teacher victimization (= 0.21, t[272] = 3.35, p<.001), attrition (= 0.37, 
t[272] = 2.82, p<.01), and role expectations (= -0.32, t[272] = -3.63, p<.001) were all 
statistically significant predictors of perceived risk of victimization; with role expectations 
having a negative predictive relationship and the remaining variables having a positive predictive 
relationship on teachers’ perceptions of risk of victimization.  The overall model including 
training was statistically significant (R
2 
= .55, F [8, 272] = 41.66, p<.001) with a very small but 
significant effect size for the change from the initial model excluding training (R2 = .01, F [1, 
272] = 4.40, p<.05).  Due to the very small effect size, the same cautions regarding interpretation 
discussed in reference to the first hypothesis test apply here.   
The second analysis indicated that impact of cultural differences was not a significant 
predictor of perceived risk of victimization.  Training was still a significant predictor in the 
second analysis (= 0.07, t[183] = 2.48, p<.05).  The results of the overall model including 
impact of cultural differences were similar to the first analysis in terms of predictive effect size 
and level of significance (R
2 
= .50, F [9, 183] = 20.31, p<.001), and effect size for adding 
training to the model (R2 = .02, F [1, 183] = 6.17, p<.05).  Exposure to teacher victimization 
and attrition were found to be non-significant as predictors in the second analysis suggesting that 
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this model may be influenced by the loss of statistical power associated with the reduced sample 
size.  The results suggest that the models explain about 50% to 55% of the variance that predicts 
perceived risk of victimization and that training predicted 1% to 2% of the variance over and 
above the ecological covariates.  As previously stated, this small, but significant predictive effect 
of training on perceived risk of victimization is in the opposite than predicted direction; 
therefore, a relationship between the two variables in hypothesis 2 was supported, but the 
expected direction of the relationship was not.  Again, due to the small effect size caution is 
warranted in interpretation of the results.         
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Table 31  
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 2 
  Perceived Risk of Victimization 
 (n=281) 
   Perceived Risk of Victimization 
(n=191) 
 
 Model 1 Model 2   Model 1 Model 2  
Variable    95% CI      95% CI 
Constant   6.56
***
  6.07
***
     7.11
***
   6.26
***
    
Exposure to SV   0.15
**
  0.15
**  [0.05, 0.25]  .19
 
    0.17
*
   0.17
*
  [0.03, 0.30]  .21
 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization   0.12
*
  0.10
*  [0.00, 0.20]  .15
 
    0.07   0.05  [-0.09, 0.18]  .07
 
Experienced Teacher Victimization   0.21
***
  0.21
***  [0.10, 0.33]  .24
 
    0.26
**
   0.26
**
  [0.11, 0.41]  .30
 
Attrition   0.37
**
  0.37
**  [0.11, 0.62]  .13
 
    0.28   0.27  [-0.03, 0.58]  .11
 
School Climate  -0.03 -0.05  [-0.14, 0.03] -.06
 
   -0.05 -0.09  [-0.20, 0.01]  -.11 
Role Expectations  -0.30
**
 -0.32
***  [-0.49, -0.15] -.17
 
   -0.31
**
 -0.33
**
  [-0.56, -0.11] -.17
 
Cultural Differences   0.18  0.16  [-0.04, 0.37]  .07
 
    0.21   0.18  [-0.12, 0.49]  .07 
Impact of Cultural Differences  
 
  
 
   -0.04 -0.07  [-0.38, 0.24] -.03
 
Training    0.05
*  [0.00, 0.09]  .09
 
   0.07
*  [0.02, 0.13]  .14
 
R
2 
     .54  .55         .48  .50   
F  46.40
***   41.66
***
    21.47
***  20.31
***   
R
2    .01  
 
   .02
 
  
F      4.40
*       6.17
*   
Note. 
*
p<.05, 
**
p<.01, 
***
p<.001. 
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Hypothesis 3.  Hypothesis 3 states that teachers with more training in areas related to SV 
will have lower rates of burnout.  This was tested separately for each dimension of burnout.  The 
results of each hypothesis test are presented immediately below.   
Hypothesis 3a.  This hypothesis states that teachers with more training will have lower 
levels of emotional exhaustion (i.e., the initial developing, core component of burnout; Worley et 
al., 2008).  The results of the regression analyses are displayed in Table 32.  The results of the 
first regression analysis including training as a predictor with all potential covariates except 
impact of cultural differences suggest that training did not significantly predict emotional 
exhaustion in teachers in the sample (= 0.04, t[272]= 0.94, p =.35).  The covariates found to be 
significant predictors of emotional exhaustion included experienced teacher victimization (= 
0.30, t[272]= 2.56, p<.05), school climate (= -0.21, t[272]= -2.53, p<.05), and role 
expectations (= -0.85, t[272]= -4.87, p<.001).  The overall model was significant (R2 = .28, F 
[8, 272] = 13.26, p<.001); however, the addition of training to the model did not significantly 
improve prediction from model excluding training (R2 = .002, F [1, 272] = 0.89, p=.35).   
The results of the second analysis showed that impact of cultural differences did not 
significantly predict emotional exhaustion in teachers.  The covariates previously found to be 
significant in the model remained robust predictors with the reduced sample size with the 
addition of a possible suppressor variable effect of exposure to SV as a predictor (the simple 
correlation identified previously demonstrated a positive relationship contrary to the negative 
significant effect shown in this model).  Training remained non-significant as a predictor of 
emotional exhaustion.  The overall model was still significant (R
2 
= .27, F [9, 183] = 7.44, 
p<.001), and the addition of training to the model did not significantly improve prediction from 
model excluding training (R2 = .001, F [1, 183] = 0.15, p=.70).  Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was 
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not supported.  The results suggest that the models explain about 27% to 28% of the variance 
that predicts emotional exhaustion, but that training did not predict the variance over or above 
the ecological covariates.     
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Table 32 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 3a  
  Emotional Exhaustion 
(n=281) 
   Emotional Exhaustion  
(n=191) 
 
 Model 1 Model 2   Model 1 Model 2  
Variable    95% CI      95% CI 
Constant    29.72
*** 
  29.28
***
       29.27
***
   29.03
***
    
Exposure to SV -0.17    -0.17  [-0.37, 0.03] -.14
 
  -0.26
* 
-0.26
*  [-0.51, -0.01] -.22
 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization  0.11  0.10  [-0.10, 0.29]  .09
 
  0.19 0.19  [-0.07, 0.42]  .18
 
 
Experienced Teacher Victimization    0.30
* 
  0.30
*  [0.07, 0.53]  .21
 
 0.23 0.23  [-0.04, 0.50]  .17
  
Attrition  0.08 0.08  [-0.44, 0.59]  .02
 
  0.08 0.07  [-0.50, 0.65]  .02
 
 
School Climate  -0.19
* 
-0.21
*  [-0.38, -0.05] -.16
 
 -0.20
* 
-0.21
*  [-0.41, -0.01] -.16
 
Role Expectations     -0.83
*** 
  -0.85
***  [-1.19, -0.50] -.29
 
    -0.81
*** 
   -0.82
***  [-1.24, -0.40] -.27
 
Cultural Differences 0.25    0.24  [-0.17, 0.65]  .07
 
  0.34 0.33  [-0.24, 0.90]  .08
 
 
Impact of Cultural Differences  
 
    0.32 0.31  [-0.26, 0.88] -.08
 
 
Training      0.04  [-0.04, 0.12] .05
 
  0.02  [-0.08, -0.13]  .03
 
 
R
2 
.28   .28    .28  .27   
F    15.04
***   13.26
***
      8.38
***   7.44
***   
R
2    .00  
 
   .00   
F       0.89
 
     0.15   
Note. 
*
p<.05, 
**
p<.01, 
***
p<.001.
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 Hypothesis 3b.  This hypothesis states that teachers with more training will have lower 
levels of depersonalization (i.e., the component of burnout that emerges as an effort to cope with 
emotional exhaustion involving distancing oneself from others and becoming detached in regards 
to one’s clients and/or the job itself; Boles et al, 2000; Worley et al., 2008).  Table 33 displays 
the results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses for hypothesis 3b.  The results for the 
first analysis of the model including training and all potential covariates except impact of cultural 
differences showed that training was not a significant predictor of the depersonalization 
component of burnout (= -0.01, t[272]= -0.60, p =.55).  The covariates identified as significant 
predictors were experienced teacher victimization (= 0.13, t[272]= 2.16, p<.05) and role 
expectations (= -0.29, t[272]=    -3.29, p<.01).  The model suggests that more experiences of 
teacher victimization predicted higher levels of depersonalization, while lower matched role 
expectations predicted higher levels of depersonalization.  The overall model was significant (R
2 
= .19, F [8, 272] = 7.71, p<.001); however, the addition of training to the model did not 
significantly improve prediction from model excluding training (R2 = .001, F [1, 272] = 0.36, 
p=.55).  Therefore, hypothesis 3b is not supported and the null hypothesis is held true.   
The second analysis showed that role expectations remained a robust predictor of 
depersonalization (= -0.31, t[183]= -2.84, p<.01) and impact of cultural differences also 
significantly predicted depersonalization (= 0.51, t[183]= 3.47, p<.01); but experienced 
teacher victimization was no longer a significant predictor in this model.  Training again was not 
a significant predictor of depersonalization.  The overall model was significant (R
2 
= .28, F [9, 
183] = 7.70, p<.001); however, the addition of training to the model did not significantly 
improve prediction from model excluding training (R2 = .009, F [1, 183] = 2.35, p=.13).  
Therefore, neither analysis supported hypothesis 3b.  The results suggest that the models explain 
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about 19% to 28% of the variance that predicts depersonalization, but that training did not 
predict the variance over or above the ecological covariates.     
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Table 33 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 3b  
  Depersonalization  
(n=281) 
   Depersonalization 
(n=191) 
 
 Model 1 Model 2   Model 1 Model 2  
Variable    95% CI      95% CI 
Constant 7.13
*** 
 7.27
***     6.08 6.57    
Exposure to SV     0.06   0.06  [-0.04, 0.16]  .10  0.05 0.05  [-0.08, 0.17]  .08
 
 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization    -0.05  -0.04  [-0.14, 0.06] -.09
 
       -0.04   -0.03  [-0.16, 0.10] -.06
 
 
Experienced Teacher Victimization     0.13
* 
  0.13
*  [0.01, 0.25]  .19
 
 0.11 0.11  [-0.03, 0.25]  .16
  
Attrition     0.12   0.13  [-0.14, 0.39]  .06
 
  0.04 0.05  [-0.26, 0.34]  .02
 
 
School Climate    -0.07 -0.06  [-0.15, 0.02] -.10
 
  -0.09   -0.06  [-0.16, 0.04] -.09
 
 
Role Expectations    -0.30
** 
-0.29
**  [-0.47, -0.12] -.21
 
   -0.33
** 
-0.31
**  [-0.52, -0.10] -.20
 
Cultural Differences     0.03   0.03  [-0.18, 0.24]  .02
 
  0.02    0.04  [-0.25, 0.32]  .02
 
 
Impact of Cultural Differences  
 
  
 
    0.49
** 
 0.51
**
  [0.22, 0.80]  .24
 
Training   -0.01  [-0.06, 0.03] -.04
 
    -0.04  [-0.09, 0.01] -.11
 
 
R
2 
      .18      .19      .27  .28   
F     8.78
***   7.71
***
        8.31
***  7.70
***   
R
2   .00  
 
       .01   
F     0.36
 
       2.35   
Note. 
*
p<.05, 
**
p<.01, 
***
p<.001.
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 Hypothesis 3c.  This hypothesis states that teachers with more training will have higher 
levels of personal accomplishment (i.e., low personal accomplishment is the last emerging 
component of burnout involving feelings of incompetency regarding ability to perform job-
related tasks).  Table 34 displays the results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses for 
hypothesis 3c.  The results of the first analysis including training and all potential covariates with 
the exception of impact of cultural differences showed that training was a significant predictor 
for personal accomplishment (= 0.07, t[272]= 2.25, p<.05), with more training predicting 
higher levels of personal accomplishment.  The only covariate that was a significant predictor of 
personal accomplishment in this model was role expectations (= 0.35, t[272]= 2.82, p<.01) 
with higher matches in role expectations predicting higher levels of personal accomplishment.  
The overall model was significant (R
2 
= .13, F [8, 272] = 6.27, p<.001) and the addition of 
training to the model did significantly improve prediction from model excluding training (R2 = 
.02, F [1, 272] = 5.06, p<.05).  Therefore, hypothesis 3c is supported and the null is rejected 
based on the first analysis.  However, once again the effect size for the addition of training was 
very small and cautions regarding interpretation apply here.   
The results of the second analysis adding impact of cultural differences showed that 
training remained a robust predictor of personal accomplishment in the model (= 0.13, t[183]= 
-4.36, p<.001).  Impact of cultural differences did significantly predict personal accomplishment 
in a negative direction (= -0.86, t[183]= -4.36, p<.001).  Role expectations did not remain a 
significant predictor of personal accomplishment with the addition of impact of cultural 
differences and the associated reduced sample size.  The overall model was significant (R
2 
= .26, 
F [9, 183] = 7.21, p<.001), and the addition of training to the model did significantly improve 
prediction from model excluding training (R2 = .05, F [1, 183] = 12.74, p<.001).  Therefore, 
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hypothesis 3c remains supported.  The results suggest that the models explain about 13% to 26% 
of the variance that predicts personal accomplishment, and that training predicted 2% to 5% of 
the variance over and above the ecological covariates.
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Table 34 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Hypothesis 3c 
  Personal Accomplishment 
(n=281) 
   Personal Accomplishment 
(n=191) 
 
 Model 1 Model 2   Model 1 Model 2  
Variable    95% CI      95% CI 
Constant 33.73
*** 
32.98
***     36.78
***
 35.25
***    
Exposure to SV     0.02 0.02  [-0.13, 0.16]  .02
 
  0.07 0.08  [-0.09, 0.24]  .09 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization     0.10 0.08  [-0.06, 0.22]  .11
 
  0.06 0.02  [-0.15, 0.19]  .03
 
 
Experienced Teacher Victimization    -0.16 -0.16  [-0.32, 0.01] -.17
 
 -0.13 -0.12  [-0.30, 0.06] -.13
 
Attrition    -0.28 -0.28  [-0.64, 0.09] -.10  -0.26 -0.28  [-0.66, 0.11] -.10 
School Climate     0.15
* 0.11  [-0.01, 0.23]  .12
 
  0.14
* 0.06  [-0.07, 0.20]  .07 
Role Expectations     0.37
** 
   0.35
**  [0.11, 0.59] -.18
 
 0.21 0.16  [0.13, 0.44]  .08
 
Cultural Differences     0.08 0.06  [-0.23, 0.36]  .03
 
  0.32 0.27  [-0.12, 0.65]  .09 
Impact of Cultural Differences  
 
   .14
 
     -0.80
*** 
   -0.86
***  [-1.25, -0.47] -.31
 
Training    0.07
*  [0.01, 0.13]  .02       0.13
***  [0.06, 0.20]  .25
 
R
2 
     .14  .15      .21  .26   
F    6.27
***  6.20
***
         6.12
***    7.21
***   
R
2   .02  
 
       .05   
F    5.06
*      12.74
***   
Note. 
*
p<.05, 
**
p<.01, 
***
p<.001.
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  Summary of Results 
 In summary, the analyses of descriptive statistics for the sample suggested that 
participants on average reported feeling somewhat confident to confident in responding to SV 
and that perceptions of risk of SV were generally low, with most participants reporting feeling 
never to rarely at risk overall.  The types of SV that participants reported feeling most confident 
in responding to somewhat aligned with those that they reported feeling most at risk for (i.e., 
disruptive student behavior and direct verbal threats from students).  Similarly, there was some 
overlap between types of SV that participants identified feeling least confident in responding to 
and those that they felt least at risk of victimization from (i.e., aggressive behavior of parents and 
a school wide major violent event).  A pattern of lower self-efficacy and higher risk was noted 
for physical types of aggression.    
 The overwhelming majority of participants (i.e., over 90%) were exposed to SV, exposed 
to teacher victimization, and/or were victimized themselves at least once.  Rates of exposure to 
general SV were higher on average compared to exposure to and experienced teacher 
victimization.  Similarities in types of violent behaviors most frequently and least frequently 
reported as experienced were indicated across levels of exposure, with student to student fighting 
not resulting in serious injury, verbal and relational aggression, vandalized/theft of property, and 
disregard of classroom rules most commonly reported; while weapon use/possession, 
death/murder of student or teacher, classroom riots, gang or group assaults, and injury resulting 
from a planned violent attack on the school were least commonly reported across levels of 
exposure.  Higher rates of teachers in the sample reported experiencing verbal and relational 
victimization compared to physical victimization, as well as experiencing violence perpetrated 
by students compared to parents or colleagues.   
222 
 
 
 
  
2
2
2
 
 
 The majority of the teachers in the sample did not report frequent thoughts or experiences 
of attrition related to SV.  Participants reported both positive and negative elements of school 
climate in their buildings, with a larger proportion reporting more positive than negative 
elements of school climate.  In terms of specific elements related to SV, approximately half of 
participants reported that the following either did not exist or that they were unaware if such 
models or policies existed in their schools:  threat assessment models, school wide violence 
prevention models, established specific interventions for violence, and effective school policies 
regarding violence; while established crisis plans were reported as present by the majority of 
participants.  Participants on average reported somewhat to mostly agreeing that their pre-service 
role expectations matched their work experiences, with the most common area of disagreement 
being the amount of time spent dealing with behavioral issues in the classroom.   
More participants in the sample reported cultural similarities compared to cultural 
differences with their students, with approximately one-quarter reporting no cultural differences 
at all from their students.  The most commonly reported cultural difference from students 
reported by approximately half of participants was SES.  Of those teachers who reported at least 
one cultural difference from their students, the largest proportion reported that they do not agree 
at all to somewhat agree feeling that these cultural differences have an impact overall, with the 
most common area of impact reported being difficulty communicating with students’ families.  
Table 35 displays the average scale rating and percent of participants falling in the average range 
for the TEV scales. 
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Table 35 
Results Summary for TEV Scales 
Scale  Average Rating Across Items % of Participants Falling in 
Range 
Self-Efficacy  Somewhat Confident to 
Confident 
52.8% 
Risk  Never to Rarely 69.8% 
Exposure to SV  Once to A few times 50.1%  (95.1% at least once) 
Exposure to Teacher 
Victimization  
Never to Once 61.6% (97.5% at least once) 
Experienced Teacher 
Victimization  
Never to Once 86.1% (91.1% at least once) 
Attrition  Not at all true 64.4% 
School Climate  Higher reporting of positive 
vs. negative aspects 
58.0% 
Role Expectations  Somewhat agree to Mostly 
agree 
43.0% 
Cultural Difference  Higher reporting of cultural 
similarities than differences 
65.8% 
Impact of Cultural Difference  Do not agree at all to 
Somewhat agree 
62.9% 
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Participants reported moderate levels of emotional exhaustion, low levels of 
depersonalization, and high levels of personal accomplishment on average.  Scores on the MBI-
ES Emotional Exhaustion scale were more evenly distributed compared to the other two scales 
indicating varying levels of emotional exhaustion among participants and the majority of 
participants having scores in the moderate to high burnout range on this dimension. The largest 
proportions of participants had scores in the low burnout range for the depersonalization and 
personal accomplishment dimensions.         
 The results of the correlation analyses demonstrated that significant relationships existed 
among the majority of the variables measured.  Such relationships ranged from a small to 
moderate effect sizes for most variables.  Relationships between perceived risk of victimization 
and exposure to all three levels of SV had a large effect sizes; as did the three levels of exposure 
to SV with one another, and the relationship between the emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization dimensions of burnout.  These findings support the use of an ecological 
perspective to explore teacher training related to SV and the impact of such training on teacher 
outcomes.  Training was shown to have small, but significant positive correlations with self-
efficacy, perceived risk of victimization, personal accomplishment, exposure to SV, exposure to 
TV, experienced teacher victimization, school climate, and role expectations.   
Table 36 summarizes the findings of the major research questions for the current study.  
Overall, participants reported varying amounts of training received. While there were topics that 
stood out as reported as received by the majority of participants overall, no one topic was 
reported as received by the majority (i.e., over 60%) of participants through any particular 
training type.  Therefore, for those topics commonly reported as received by participants there 
was variation as what type of training was received.  Classroom management was the most 
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commonly reported topic received overall and in each training type.  Overall, teachers received 
training in more topics related to SV through employer professional development and the fewest 
topics through mandatory certification courses.  Very few teachers (less than 10% of 
participants) reported additional topics beyond those provided in the survey.   
In terms of perceptions of utility of SV training, approximately half of participants 
reported that they had not received training that helped them to feel more confident in 
responding to SV, feel safer and less at risk of victimization, or to manage work-related stress.  
The other half reported they had received training that helped them in one or more of these ways.  
The majority of teachers (i.e., over 70%) reported that they thought receiving additional training 
could help them in these areas.   
The majority of participants reported they felt that their training had not prepared them 
for their most stressful SV event.  Participants’ report of their most stressful experiences varied, 
but the most commonly identified events involved an act of student-to-student or non-targeted 
student physical aggression and instances of teacher physical or verbal victimization by students 
or parents.  Participants identified a variety of ways their training had helped them or that their 
training could have better prepared them to respond to their most stressful experience.  
Responses most frequently indicated that training providing specific steps or procedures to 
follow were helpful or could have better prepared the individual.              
 Last in regards to teacher perceptions of SV, teachers identified three variables they 
thought most contribute to violence in school.  Over half of participants identified family issues 
as the most contributing factor, with this being the largest category of responses by far; followed 
by just under one-third of participants identifying lack of discipline, safety plans or procedures, 
effective codes of conduct, and/or consistent consequences at the school level; and just over one-
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quarter of participants identifying SES or poverty.  All other categories were identified by fewer 
than 18% of participants.  Few participants (5.3%) identified teacher or staff variables to include 
training, classroom/behavior management, and/or attitudes as one of their top three contributing 
factors to SV. 
 The results of the hypotheses testing found all regression models to be statistically 
significant, but training was not found to be a significant predictor in all models.  Hypothesis 1 
was supported as training did predict higher self-efficacy along with role expectations.  A 
relationship between training and perceived risk was supported in Hypothesis 2; however, 
training predicted higher rather than lower perceived risk of victimization along with exposure to 
SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced teacher victimization, attrition, and role 
expectations.  In terms of the hypotheses tests for burnout, only Hypothesis 3c was supported as 
training predicted higher levels of personal accomplishment along with role expectations and 
impact of cultural differences.  Experienced victimization significantly predicted an increase in 
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, while a positive school climate and higher match in 
role expectations were found to significantly predict a decrease in emotional exhaustion.  Higher 
impact of cultural differences significantly predicted an increase in depersonalization when 
added to the final model.  The effect size for the change in the model with the addition of 
training was very small for all three hypotheses tests where training was shown to be a 
significant predictor; therefore, although training was found to be a significant predictor in these 
models the results should be interpreted with caution. 
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Table 36 
Summary of Main Findings for Major Research Questions 
Research Question Results Summary 
Exploratory  
(a) How much training have teachers in the 
sample received on topics relevant to SV? 
Average= 17 or 18 out of 31 topics; <10% 
reported additional training topics. 
(b) What type of training did they receive (i.e., 
pre-service training, employer professional 
development, self-sought training, and/or 
mandatory certification course)? 
More topics received through employer 
professional development and very few 
through mandatory certification courses; no 
one topic was reported as received by more 
than 60% of participants for any training type. 
(c) Have teachers received any training on 
topics related to SV that they feel has helped 
them to feel more confident in responding to 
SV, influenced their feelings of safety and 
potential risk of victimization in the workplace, 
and/or helped them to manage work-related 
stress? 
52.8% reported no; 35.6% reported training 
helped to increase confidence; 28.8% reported 
training helped to increase feelings of safety; 
20.6% reported training helped to manage 
work-related stress; 71.9% reported more 
training would help in these areas. 
 (continued) 
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Research Question Results Summary 
(d) If teachers have received such training, 
what aspects of this training was most helpful 
to them (i.e., specific content, length of 
training, quality/experience of the trainer, point 
of career in which the training was received, 
relevancy of the training to real life scenarios 
in their schools, opportunity to practice skills 
during training, etc.)? 
Most helpful aspects most commonly 
identified were: specific content, relevancy to 
real life scenarios, and trainer experience.  
(e) What experiences of SV were the most 
stressful for teachers during their careers, and 
how do they feel that training did or could have 
helped them to deal with the event?  
Majority reported training did not help with 
most stressful SV experience; most commonly 
reported types were physical violence and 
victimization experiences; most commonly 
identified ways training helped or could have 
helped were: to stay calm, effectively respond, 
and/or to know the specific strategies/steps to 
follow. 
(f) What factors or variables do teachers 
perceive as most contributing to school 
violence? 
Most commonly identified were: family issues 
(56.3%); lack of discipline, safety plans or 
procedures, effective codes of conduct, and/or 
consistent consequences (31.9%); SES/poverty 
(26.6%). 
 (continued) 
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Research Question Results Summary 
Confirmatory  
(a) What is the relationship between training 
and teachers’ perceptions related to their self-
efficacy in responding to SV? (H1: Teachers 
with more training in areas related to SV will 
have higher levels of self-efficacy in 
responding to SV.) 
 
H1 is supported.  Training significantly 
predicted self-efficacy above and beyond 
covariates. 
(b) What is the relationship between training 
and teachers’ perceptions related to their 
perceived risk of being a victim of SV? (H1: 
Teachers with more training in areas related to 
SV will have lower perceived risk of 
victimization.) 
H1 is partially supported.  Training 
significantly predicted higher perceived risk of 
victimization above and beyond covariates.  
(c) What is the relationship between training 
and teachers’ level of burnout? (H1: Teachers 
with more training in areas related to SV will 
have lower levels of burnout [i.e., teachers with 
more training in areas related to SV will have 
lower levels of emotional exhaustion, lower 
levels of depersonalization, and higher levels 
of personal accomplishment]). 
H1 is partially supported.  Training was not a 
significant predictor of emotional exhaustion 
or depersonalization above and beyond 
covariates.  Training did significantly predict 
higher levels of personal accomplishment 
above and beyond covariates. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
 The primary purpose of the current investigation was to explore K-12 teachers’ training 
experiences related to school violence, and the effect of such training on related teacher 
outcomes to include perceived self-efficacy in responding to school violence, perceived risk of 
victimization, and level of burnout within an ecological framework.  Participants were 
administered the Teacher Experience with Violence survey (TEV; Geissler & Lopez, 2011) and 
the Maslach Burnout Inventory- Educators Survey (MBI-ES; Maslach et. al, 1986) combined in 
an online questionnaire.  The results of the current investigation are discussed below, including 
the implications of the findings, limitations of the current study, and suggestions for further 
research.    
Interpretation and Implications of Findings 
 Teacher training and teacher outcomes related to SV within an ecological context.  
The current study provides several layers of significant contributions to the scarce body of 
literature addressing teachers and SV.  The main goal of the current investigation was to examine 
non-experimental SV training experiences reported by in-service teachers’, and the relationship 
between such non-experimental training experiences and teacher outcomes.  The unique 
contribution of this research is that it is the first study to examine the state of non-experimental 
teacher training in SV, and the relationship between such training and teacher outcomes using a 
sample of in-service teachers across the United States.  It is unique because there is no current 
study that details the typical, non-experimental SV training experiences of in-service teachers 
across the United States or teacher perceptions of the utility of their training experiences.  The 
previous research only examined the SV training experiences of pre-service teachers in restricted 
geographical areas or outside of the United States.  There is also no research examining the 
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relationship between non-experimental teacher training experiences and the teacher outcomes of 
self-efficacy, perceptions of risk of victimization, and burnout for a national sample of in-service 
teachers in the United States.       
Further, the current study included several ecological variables to account for the 
complex, cyclical relationships between SV and potential outcomes.  Analyzing the major 
research questions pertaining to teacher training in SV and teacher outcomes through an 
ecological framework allows for several additional contributions to the very limited existing 
research on teachers and SV.  First, it allows examination of the relationship between training 
and teacher outcomes above and beyond the influence of included ecological factors shown to 
influence teacher outcomes previously in the literature.  Second, it provides the opportunity to 
further support findings in the extremely scant research on teacher outcomes related to SV.  Last, 
it provides further support for utilizing an ecological framework in SV research, prevention, and 
intervention; a conceptualization that is increasingly acknowledged as important throughout the 
field (e.g., Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; Espelage, Low, & Jimerson, 2014). 
The implications of the results of the TEV and MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) surveys, 
including the correlations of the survey scales, are discussed in order to provide a context for 
interpretation of the major research questions.  The major research questions are then addressed.  
The section on training experiences addresses the research questions of how much and what type 
of training was reported as received by participants in the current sample.  The section on teacher 
perceptions of training experiences addresses the implications of the findings related to 
participants’ report of their training as helpful in regards to increasing confidence in responding 
to SV, feelings of safety, and managing work-related stress; the discussion also addresses what 
aspects of this training were perceived to be most helpful and if previous training helped to 
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manage participants’ most stressful experience of SV.  Finally, the implications of the findings of 
the relationships between training and the teacher outcomes of self-efficacy in responding to SV, 
perceptions of risk of victimization, and level of burnout are discussed.          
 Implications of survey results.  This section will discuss the implications of the results of 
the TEV and MBI-ES (Maslach et al. 1986) surveys in order to provide a profile of the average 
teacher in the current sample.  The results of participants’ experiences with SV and the 
implications of these findings will be discussed in the context of the existing literature.  Last, 
implications of the survey results in support of utilizing an ecological model for SV research are 
discussed. 
Profile of the teacher sample.  The results of the TEV survey scales show that the 
average teacher in the current sample of participants reported that they felt somewhat confident 
to confident in responding to SV overall.  The average teacher in the current sample reported that 
they felt never to rarely at risk of victimization overall.  Therefore, although there were 
participants at the higher and lower ends of the scales, the profile of the average teacher in the 
sample was one who felt moderately confident in responding to SV and at low risk for 
victimization.   
The results of the current study indicated some observed patterns between participants’ 
reported levels of self-efficacy and perceived risk of victimization across types of violence.  
They reported higher confidence and increased perceived of victimization in dealing with lower 
level behaviors such as disruptive student behavior and verbal threats.  They reported less 
confidence and lower perceived risk of victimization with rarer forms of violence such as 
aggressive behavior of parents and experiencing a school wide major violent event.  However, 
there was also a  pattern  observed regarding teachers in the sample reporting lower levels of 
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confidence and higher levels of perceived risk concerning similar items pertaining to student 
physically aggressive behaviors with participants reporting lower levels of confidence in dealing 
with physical altercations between students and behaviors of students with disabilities that 
sometimes result in injury, and higher levels of perceived risk of victimization regarding physical 
injury due to proximity to students who display aggressive behavior that is not directed at the 
participant, physical injury from student with a disability, and physical injury from direct 
intentional attacks by students.  One exception of physical aggression that participants reported 
more confidence in responding to compared to other items involving student physical aggression 
was aggressive behavior of individual students.  
In summary, although not every participant in the sample met the profile described here, 
the average participant had moderate self-efficacy in responding to SV, low perceived risk of 
victimization, was exposed to SV and experienced teacher victimization at least once but not on 
a chronic basis, and did not have thoughts of related attrition.  The average participant worked in 
a school with more aspects of positive vs. negative school climate, generally agreed that their 
pre-service role expectations met their actual job experience, and were more culturally similar 
than different from their students with perceptions of low impact of any existing cultural 
differences.  Participants were more likely to have moderate to high levels of the emotional 
exhaustion dimension of burnout, but low depersonalization and high personal accomplishment 
suggesting low level of burnout for these two dimensions.  The implications of the findings of 
the current study will be discussed keeping in mind this profile of the average participant in the 
sample.  The subsequent sections addressing limitations and directions for future research will 
discuss the implications of this teacher profile for the current study and future investigations.  
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Teacher exposure to and experiences of SV.  The review of the literature for the current 
investigation discussed the recent work of the APA Classroom Violence Against Teachers 
Taskforce (i.e., APA, 2010; Espelage et al., 2013; McMahon, S.D. et al., 2011; Reddy et al., 
2013), as well as research conducted independent of the task force (i.e., Wilson et al., 2011) that 
has found that teachers are much more often victims of SV as previously recognized by narrowly 
defined indicators offered in government data (i.e., NCES; Robers et al., 2010, 2013).  Previous 
studies have referenced prevalence rates as high as 80% of teachers reporting experiences of 
victimization.  The current study also utilized a comprehensive definition of violence (i.e., 
Henry, 2000) in creating the three TEV scales measuring exposure to SV, exposure to teacher 
victimization, and experienced teacher victimization.  The results of the experienced teacher 
victimization scale indicated that 91.1% of teachers in the current sample reported being victims 
of SV at least once in their career, supporting the recent research on victimization that suggests 
the majority of teachers are directly affected by SV.   
The current study also found similar patterns in teachers’ reports of the perpetrators of 
SV and types of violence involved in victimization experiences.  Consistent with the findings of 
S.D. McMahon et al. (2011), teachers who participated in the current study reported 
experiencing higher rates of verbal victimization (or harassment), followed by theft or property 
offenses, then physical victimization, with reported perpetrators from highest to lowest identified 
as students, parents, then colleagues.  Given the scarcity of research examining rates of teacher 
victimization using a comprehensive definition of SV, the current study makes a contribution by 
supporting the recent literature on the topic, a need identified by the APA Classroom Violence 
Against Teachers Taskforce (e.g., Espelage et al. 2013).   
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Support for Ecological Theoretical Model.  The current study heavily relied on ecological 
theory to guide methodology and design in effort to account for complex relationships that 
predict or protect against negative outcomes related to SV.  As stated in the literature review, 
many researchers have applied ecological theory to studying the development of SV (i.e., 
Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; Bradshaw et al., 2009; Espelage et al., 2013; Mrug et al., 2008).  
The current study supports the ongoing use of ecological theory in SV research, particularly the 
SV research focused on teacher experiences and outcomes. 
 As part of the descriptive data analysis for the current study, correlations were performed 
between all variables measured for the regression models.  Results indicated that the majority 
(i.e., 172 of the 182 possible two-variable combinations) of the correlations resulted in a 
significant relationship ranging from a small to large effect size.  As will be discussed in more 
detail in a subsequent section, inclusion of ecological factors in the regression models examining 
the relationship between training and teacher outcomes indicated predictive relationships of one 
or more of these variables across all models.  Therefore, the results of the current study support a 
complex relationship between the individual and school-level variables measured in the current 
study.     
Training experiences.  The current study sought to explore the amount of training 
teachers received related to SV and coping skills for prevention of related burnout.  The rationale 
for this exploration was based on literature suggesting that teachers may not have adequate 
training regarding SV prior to entering the field (i.e. APA, 2010; Espelage et al., 2013; Kandakai 
& King, 2002).  Previous research that directly assessed pre-service training experiences in SV 
prevention among students enrolled in university education programs found that the majority of 
participants did not feel their training had adequately prepared them to respond to SV (K. Craig 
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et al., 2011; Kandakai & King).  Kandakai and King’s study revealed that the majority of pre-
service teachers reported that they did not receive any training in SV prevention; however, this 
study was published over 10 years ago.  Therefore, the current study aimed to explore both the 
amount and content (i.e., topic areas related to SV) of training received, as well as the type of 
training received (i.e., pre-service training, employer professional development, self-sought 
training, and mandatory certification course).  
Amount of training and training topics.  The current study examined how much training 
teachers in the sample received on topics relevant to SV.  On average teachers reported receiving 
training in 17 to 18 of the 31 training topics provided through at least one training type.  Further, 
only 9.6% of participants reported receiving training in additional topics that were not included 
on the scale.  The results of the current study suggest that there is variation in both topics and 
depth of training teachers reported receiving.  These data contribute to the literature as there are 
no previous results examining the amount of preparation for SV via training that in-service 
teachers have in the United States.   
Similar to the results of Geissler and Lopez (2011), the vast majority of teachers reported 
receiving training in classroom and behavior management techniques through one or more type 
of training with 92.9% and 82.6% reporting training received in these areas, respectively.  There 
were 12 additional topics reported as received by the majority of participants (i.e., over 60%).  
The topics received by the majority of participants included: working with special education 
students/students with disabilities (82.2%), cultural diversity (80.1%), general information and/or 
current state of the research on bullying (76.9%), importance of positive school climate (75.1%), 
issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically diverse students (73.0%), communication with 
families (71.5%), issues relevant to students of low socioeconomic background (71.2%), safety 
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training (68.7%), conflict resolution strategies to be used in personal interactions with students 
(66.9%), school wide positive behavioral support programs (65.5%), crisis preparedness in 
schools (65.1%) and cross cultural communication strategies (63.0%).    
It is important to highlight that many of the topics reported as received by the majority of 
teachers in the sample were topics included on the Total Training Matrix due to their association 
with SV as risk or protective factors.  Most topics directly related to evidence based SV 
prevention or intervention were not reported as received by a majority of the sample.  Moreover, 
even for topics directly related to SV reported as received by the majority of participants (i.e., 
bullying, conflict resolution, safety training, and crisis preparedness), there were still 25% to 
35% of participants who reported they had not received any training in these topics.  Further, 
fewer than 60% of teachers in the sample reported they had received training in the remainder of 
topics directly addressing SV and/or prevention of related burnout.  For example, only 29.2% of 
teachers in the sample reported receiving training on the effectiveness of zero tolerance policies, 
while only 35.6% reported receiving training on violence prevention models and only 42.0% 
reported receiving training in intervening in instances of SV.   
Therefore, it seems that the majority of teachers in the sample were not equipped with 
training in regards to effective systemic models and policies schools can adopt to prevent and 
respond to SV.  Training in such areas could be important to assist teachers in understanding 
administrative policies in their buildings regarding responses to instances of SV.  For example, 
42.7% of the sample reported they had not received training in special education law pertaining 
to suspension and expulsion of students who may exhibit aggressive behavior as a symptom of 
their disability.  Given previous research findings by Bon et al. (2006) indicating that some 
teachers reported feeling that there is a discrepancy between protecting their rights to safety and 
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limited disciplinary options that can be used for special education students, it seems that this 
would be an important area for teacher training.  Equipping teachers with training regarding 
available and effective interventions, including disciplinary options, may serve to reduce 
perceptions that teachers’ rights to safety are being taken for granted when less restrictive 
disciplinary consequences are assigned to student perpetrators of SV.        
Types of training received.  This study examined the type of training teachers received 
(i.e., pre-service training, employer professional development, self-sought training, and/or 
mandatory certification course).  The major finding was that there was no one topic for which the 
majority of participants (i.e., greater than 60%) reported receiving through one of the training 
types.  Therefore, even for topics received by the majority of participants (e.g., classroom 
management) there was variation regarding the type of training the topic was received.  This is 
an important point because in some cases (e.g., pre-service training vs. employer professional 
development) the type of training could have implications regarding the stage of career in which 
teachers received training in the topic.   
As previously stated, the majority of participants in the current study reported they had 
received training in classroom management and behavior management for individual students.  
However, fewer than 60% of teachers in the sample reported receiving training in these topics 
during their pre-service training, suggesting that more than 40% of teachers in the sample 
entered the field without such training.  The research reviewed for this study (i.e., APA, 2010; 
Shernoff, 2011) suggests that teachers who do not utilize classroom and behavior management 
strategies are likely to encounter more aggressive behavior in the classroom, as well as to 
experience stress related to managing disruptive student behavior that may increase risk of 
attrition during early career.  Likewise, Pas et al. (2010) suggest that teachers who struggle to 
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implement classroom management strategies and maintain orderly classrooms are at risk for low 
self-efficacy and burnout.  Therefore, it seems that classroom and behavior management would 
be a necessary agenda for pre-service teacher training programs, yet a good proportion of 
teachers reported that they did not receive such training in their pre-service programs.   
The results of the current study showed that only six topics presented on the Total 
Training scale exceeded 30% of teachers reporting they received training in these topics during 
their pre-service training, with the highest percentage in any one topic nearing 60%.  These 
topics were classroom management techniques, working with special education students/students 
with disabilities, behavior management strategies for individual students, cultural diversity, 
issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically diverse students, and communication with 
families.  All were topics that were included on the scale due to their association as risk factors 
for SV.  The results showed that less than 30% of teachers reported receiving pre-service training 
in any of the remaining 25 topics, including those directly addressing evidence-based or practice-
based SV prevention or intervention, or strategies to promote teacher well-being.  Overall, these 
results seem to support the assertion that pre-service training programs as a whole may not be 
providing new teachers with thorough preparation to address SV.      
As stated in the literature review, some states have legislation mandating training in SV 
prevention for purposes of teacher certification (i.e., Project SAVE in New York State).  
However, the range of percentages of teachers in the current sample reporting having received 
training in the presented topics during a mandatory certification course ranged from 0.4% to 
18.5%, thus all topics were reported as being received by under 20% of participants via 
mandatory certification training courses.  Only five topics exceeded 10% of teachers reporting 
that they received training in the area through a mandatory certification course.  These topics 
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included safety training, working with special education students/students with disabilities, 
special education law pertaining to suspension and expulsion of students who may exhibit 
aggressive behavior as a symptom of disability, classroom management techniques, and behavior 
management strategies for individual students.  Therefore, less than 10% of teachers in the 
sample reported receiving mandatory certification training in topics, including those directly 
involved with SV prevention models and intervention.  This suggests that mandatory 
certification curriculums may vary from state to state or that teachers may not be recognizing the 
coverage of topics in such mandatory certification SV prevention courses.  Overall, the results 
indicate that very few teachers reported receiving training in SV through mandatory certification 
courses.  Future investigations of mandatory certification course training by state curriculum 
may provide additional information regarding coverage of SV topics available through each 
state’s certification training process.         
As indicated in the literature review, there is a significant gap in the published research 
that addresses the state of SV training commonly provided through in-service professional 
development among teachers in the United States.  The results of this investigation indicated that 
the most common topics received were reported by up to 56% of teachers in the current sample.  
Therefore, it appears that there is significant variation in SV professional development topics 
provided across schools and that no one topic was reported as received by an overwhelming 
majority of participants.  The most common topics (i.e., those exceeding 50% of participants 
reporting they received training through their employers) were safety training, crisis 
preparedness in schools, general information and/or current state of research on bullying, 
classroom management techniques, behavior management strategies for individual students, and 
school wide positive behavior support programs.  In light of the SDFCA legislation providing 
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incentives for schools to adopt empirically based violence prevention programs (i.e., Hirschfield, 
2008; Hutton & Bailey, 2008; Yell & Rozalski, 2000), we can assume that schools adopting such 
programs would need to train their staff for purposes of program implementation and progress 
monitoring.  While the topics listed above reported by the highest number of teachers would 
likely be covered in training related to such program adoption, the results indicate that 40% to 
50% did not report receiving training in these topics during employer provided professional 
development.  Therefore, it appears that schools across the nation may not routinely provide in-
service training to teachers focusing on their participation in SV prevention programs 
consistently across schools.  
Similarly, according to Hinduja and Patchin (2014), 49 states have adopted some form of 
anti-bullying legislation, which include a requirement for schools to develop a policy.  This 
might suggest that a high number of teachers in these states would be provided with training 
related to bullying in accordance with the recent developments in legislation and in order to be 
informed on their schools’ policies; however, just over 50% of the sample for the current study 
reported receiving training related to bullying from employer provided professional 
development.  Therefore, the results of the current study demonstrate variance in SV training 
requirements across states associated with state governance of laws pertaining to schools under 
the 10
th
 Amendment.  A direction for future research may be to explore legislation pertaining to 
SV in each state and the inclusion of parameters for related teacher training. 
Teachers in the current sample also reported self-sought training experiences.  Of note is 
that the topics of classroom management and behavior management strategies for individual 
students stood out with more teachers reporting self-sought training experiences in these topics 
(52% and 42.7%; respectively) compared to all other topics (ranging from 8.9% to 32.7%).  This 
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may reinforce the discussion earlier in this section regarding the importance of teacher training in 
classroom and behavior management.  It may be that teachers who are not receiving related 
training during their pre-service or employer provided professional development seek it out on 
their own.  Alternatively, many teachers may seek out additional or more advanced training in 
these topics.  Regardless, the higher rates of teachers seeking out training in these topics 
contributes to the majority of teachers in the sample reporting training in classroom and behavior 
management was received through one or more training types (92.9% and 82.6%; respectively). 
Overall, the current study shows that SV training experiences of teachers across the United 
States is varied.  The results indicated that even for topics where the vast majority of participants 
reported receiving training (i.e., classroom management, behavior management, cultural 
diversity, bullying, etc.), that no one topic was reported as being received through any one 
specific type of training for the majority of teachers.  Related to the finding of variation in types 
of training received, there may also be associated variations for the developmental career point in 
which commonly reported training topics were received (e.g. pre-service vs. in-service).  Further, 
some teachers still have not received training in these pivotal areas.  As some research has 
suggested that teachers’ training needs may vary depending on developmental career stages (i.e., 
Williams & Corvo, 2005), the findings suggest that even if many teachers are receiving training 
in these topics, it may not be at an optimal developmental career stage that would be most 
beneficial.  Therefore, it may be important to consider developmental training needs as suggested 
by Williams and Corvo.   
Teacher perceptions of training experiences.  The current study also sought to gain 
information about teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness of their training experiences and their 
training needs.  As stated in the literature review, there is a significant gap in the research 
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addressing teachers’ perceptions of their SV training experiences.  Church’s (2012) qualitative 
dissertation study indicated that a lack of teacher training emerged as a theme in the study’s 
exploration of obstacles for teachers addressing SV, while P.K. Smith (2011) suggested that 
teachers outside of the United States report needing more training in dealing with SV.   
A series of research questions pertaining to participants’ perceptions of the utility of their 
SV training were explored.  These questions addressed if teachers received any training on topics 
related to SV that helped them to feel more confident in responding to SV, influenced their 
feelings of safety and potential risk of victimization in the workplace, and/or helped them to 
manage work related stress.  Teachers in the sample were also asked to reflect what aspects of 
the training was most helpful (i.e., specific content, length of training, quality/experience of the 
trainer, point of career in which the training was received, relevancy of the training to real life 
scenarios in their schools, opportunity to practice skills during training, etc.), what experiences 
of SV were the most stressful during their careers, and how training helped or could have helped 
them with SV events.   
A total of 52.3% of the participants in the sample reported that they did not receive 
training that helped them to feel more confident in responding to SV, influenced their feelings of 
safety and potential risk of victimization in the workplace, and/or helped them to manage work 
related stress.  In addition, over 70% of participants reported feeling that having additional 
training would assist in these areas.  Therefore, this is the first major study that shows many in-
service teachers in the United States reporting that their training has not prepared them to feel 
more confident, less at risk, and better able to manage their work-related stress related to SV, and 
that they would like more training in these areas.    
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Of those participants who did report receiving training that either helped them to feel 
more confident in responding to SV, feel safer and less at risk for victimization at work, or to 
manage work-related stress, the two aspects of the training identified as most helpful by the 
largest percentage of participants were the specific content of the training (29.9%) and the 
relevancy of the training to real life scenarios (28.1%), closely followed by the quality or 
experience of the trainer (26.0%).   
The majority of participants indicated that their training had not prepared them for their 
most stressful SV event.  As shown in the results section, teachers reported many different types 
of violent occurrences as their most stressful experience with SV.  Examples of the range of most 
stressful violent events reported by participants ranged across forms of physical aggression, 
verbal aggression, direct victimization experiences, vicarious traumatization, student weapon 
possession, school wide threats, relational aggression among co-workers, and aggressive 
behavior of parents.  Yet despite the variation in stressful experiences, the main point is that the 
majority of participants did not feel that their training had adequately prepared them to respond 
to or cope with the event.   
Aside from the variation of most stressful experiences reported by participants, the 
content analysis data showed that the five largest categories of responses are as follows: physical 
student to student violence, student generalized physical aggression, teacher physical 
victimization by a student, teacher verbal or written victimization by a student, and teacher 
victimization by a parent.  As previously discussed, many items pertaining to physical forms of 
aggression on the TEV Self-Efficacy and Risk scales suggested a profile of lower self-efficacy 
and higher perceived risk.  Although previous research has suggested that teachers are most 
concerned with the lower, more common levels of violent behavior such as verbal aggression 
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and rowdy classroom behavior (i.e., Mallet & Paty, 1999); the data from the current study 
suggest that teachers might experience more stress in the face of higher levels of violence that 
occur more rarely and they feel less confident in responding to.  However, this should not be 
interpreted to suggest that such lower, more frequent types of violent behavior are not stressful 
for teachers and cannot accumulate to produce similar negative affective states associated with 
more overt acts of victimization.   
For those participants who reported that their training had helped in managing their most 
stressful experience with SV, the largest percentages of teachers reported that the training had 
helped to manage their own emotions or stay calm during the event (40.4%), to manage students 
during the event (17.7%), or know the specific procedures or steps to follow (20.9%).  For those 
participants who reported that their prior training did not help them during their most stressful 
SV event, training in specific intervention strategies and actual specific procedures or steps to 
follow (35.6%) was the most common theme emerging from their open-ended responses as to 
how training could have better prepared them.  Interestingly, the second largest category 
emerging from the open-ended responses to how training could have better prepared participants 
to deal with their most stressful SV experience were answers indicating that the participants did 
not think or were unsure that their training could have better prepared them to deal with the 
incident (27.5%).  This may suggest that although the majority of participants identified feeling 
that additional training could assist them to feel more confident in responding to SV, less at risk 
of victimization, and to manage work-related stress as stated above, there is some uncertainty on 
the part of a number of teachers regarding the utility of training for their individual experiences 
with SV. 
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The teachers in this study were also asked to identify the variables that they perceived as 
most contributing to SV as such information would be helpful in identifying potential areas of 
training related to SV.  The highest number of responses fell into the three following categories: 
family issues, problems, influences, and lack of support (56.3%); lack of discipline, safety plans 
or procedures, effective codes of conduct, and/or consistent consequences on the school-level 
(31.9%); and SES or poverty (26.6%).  All other categories were identified by fewer than 18% of 
participants.  Since the results of this investigation show that teachers are involved in systemic 
issues related to SV such as school discipline, safety procedures and codes of conduct, the 
implications are that these are potential areas of training that can help teachers to target variables 
they perceive as most contributing to SV.  Of note is that two of the three most commonly 
identified categories, family influences and SES, are factors outside of teachers’ control that they 
perceive as contributing to SV.  Future teacher training needs to address such perceptions to help 
teachers understand social and community variables that contribute to SV and to identify 
interventions that target SV at pivotal social levels.   
It is also interesting to note that many teachers in this sample also indicated that they did 
not think that training in SV would be of help to them.  We can hypothesize that perhaps there is 
a relationship between teachers identifying variables outside of their control as contributing to 
SV (e.g., SES) and their sense that training to address SV may not be helpful. A potential 
connection between teachers’ perceptions of underlying causes of SV and perceptions of utility 
of training needs to be explored in future research as it could have important implications.  For 
example, training that encompasses direct reference to how teachers can combat SV in spite of 
the presence of factors out of their control could potentially be valuable.  As discussed in the 
literature review for this dissertation, there is evidence that, despite the presence of risk factors 
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outside of the school such as community variables, school climate accounts for differences in 
rates of SV beyond the presence of such risk factors (i.e., Benbenishty & Astor, 2005; 
Gottfredson et al., 2005).  Further, while school discipline policies most definitely contribute to 
school climate, the existing research highlights the role of teachers’ direct involvement in 
enforcing such policies in order to manage conflicts on the classroom-level (i.e., Cavanagh, 
2009; Glanzer, 2005).  Moreover, even in environments where teachers may have little influence 
over or involvement in school-level policy, they can still contribute to positive school climate via 
student-teacher relationships, providing praise for and modeling positive student behaviors, and 
providing fair and appropriate consequences for negative behaviors in the classroom (i.e., 
Orpinas & Horne, 2006).  Therefore, training that emphasizes teachers’ power to reduce risk of 
SV, albeit indirectly, could serve to increase their involvement in and advocacy for evidence-
based policies to prevent SV and improve school climate.   
The ecological theory framework argues that no one factor is solely responsible for the 
occurrence of SV, rather, the accumulation of risk and protective factors results in different 
outcomes; therefore, there is no right or wrong answer as to the most important risk factors and 
the same risk factors would likely have different weights for different individual situations.  
However, only 2.7% of participants identified student-teacher relationships as one of their 
perceived top three contributors to SV and 11.4% identified school climate issues.  Even though 
the majority (75.1%) of participants reported receiving training in the importance of school 
climate at some stage in their career, it did not translate to being identified by many as one of the 
most important contributing factors by participants compared to other factors.  A more in-depth 
exploration of teachers’ perceptions on their roles in school climate and the connection to SV 
may be needed.   
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In summary, the results seem to suggest that many teachers continue to report limited 
training experiences that assist them in responding to and coping with SV after entering the field.  
Moreover, across the groups of participants who indicated that training did help or did not help 
in dealing with their most stressful experience with SV, both groups identified training that 
focused on specific procedures or steps to follow as either a helpful training element or one that 
could have better prepared them.  Therefore, training that incorporates specific step-by-step 
procedures for SV intervention, enhances coping skills for attending to one’s own emotional 
state during and after the event, and is relevant to real life scenarios may be of the most use to 
teachers based on the current results.  As this is the first study to explore in-service teacher 
perceptions of their SV training in the United States much more research is needed to explore 
teacher training experiences related to SV.  Suggestions for such future research will be detailed 
subsequently.                
  Relationship between training and teacher outcomes.  The major confirmatory research 
questions for the current study focused on investigating relationships between prior SV training 
received and teacher outcomes.  A major purpose of the current study was to examine these 
relationships within an ecological context that accounted for the influence of additional variables 
on teacher outcomes.       
 Training and teacher self-efficacy.  The first hypothesis stated that teachers with more 
training in areas related to SV would have higher levels of self-efficacy in responding to SV.  
The rationale for this hypothesis was that there is a small body of research that shows that 
experimental SV training increased self-efficacy in teachers (i.e., Newman-Carlson & Horne, 
2004; Schultes et al., 2014; Sela-Shayovitz, 2009), as well as one study showing that pre-service 
training in SV increased confidence in responding to SV among pre-service teachers in Ohio 
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(i.e., Kandaki & King, 2002).  This study was the first to examine the impact of non-
experimental training for in-service teachers across the United States on their perceived self-
efficacy in responding to SV.  The results of the regression analysis indicated that training was a 
significant predictor for higher self-efficacy above and beyond the additional ecological factors 
included in the model for the current study and had a small but significant effect on overall 
model.  Therefore, teachers in the sample with more training related to SV had higher self-
efficacy in responding to SV.   
The results support the available research suggesting that providing teachers with 
experimental training on preventing and intervening in instances of SV is effective in increasing 
teacher self-efficacy in dealing with violence (i.e., Newman-Carlson & Horne, 2004; Schultes et 
al., 2014; Sela-Shayovitz, 2009).  Thus, the results of the current study exploring the effect of 
non-experimental research training experiences in a sample of teachers across the United States, 
taken together with the published research documenting effects of experimental training on 
teacher self-efficacy in dealing with SV, provide support for SV training increasing teachers’ 
self-efficacy related to SV.  
Of note regarding the results of the current study is that role expectations remained a 
significant predictor in regression model when training was added.  Therefore, teachers’ whose 
actual in-service experiences were better matched to their pre-service role expectations had 
higher self-efficacy in dealing with SV.  The results speak to the importance of training that 
prepares teachers to develop realistic expectations for their roles beyond academic instruction.  
The findings support that teachers who are more adequately prepared to respond to SV, whether 
through training or through perceiving it is part of their roles as teachers, may be more confident 
in doing so when a situation arises.  Further, it should be noted that only 35.6% of teachers in the 
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current sample reported having training that helped to increase their confidence in responding to 
SV when directly asked.  Although the results indicate that teachers who received more training 
had higher levels of self-efficacy in responding to SV, teachers may not be recognizing that 
connection or they may be attributing their confidence to other factors.  Further exploration in 
this area is needed to develop training models that teachers perceive as helpful for increasing 
their self-efficacy in responding to SV.   
It is important to note that although significant, there was a small effect size for both 
regression analyses examining the relationship between training and self-efficacy.  The results 
showed that the models predicted only 12% to 17% of the variance in self-efficacy and training 
only improved the predictive variance of the models by 3% in both cases.  Therefore, the results 
may suggest that other variables not tested in the current study largely predict teachers’ 
perceptions of self-efficacy in dealing with SV.  Additional variables such as individual teacher 
characteristics, social information processing, and overall personal self-efficacy may play 
significant roles in teacher outcomes in this area.  It is important for future research to identify 
additional variables that may contribute to increasing teachers’ self-efficacy in dealing with SV.  
Training and teacher perceived risk of victimization.  The second hypothesis stated that 
teachers with more training in areas related to SV would have lower levels of perceived risk of 
victimization.  There was no research that directly measured the relationship between teacher 
training and perceived risk of victimization of SV prior to this study.  Therefore, the rationale for 
the hypothesis was an extension of (a) findings in the literature showing that higher teacher 
perceived safety and lower levels of teacher fear were associated with positive school climate 
and teacher views of effective SV policies (Ricketts, 2007; Roberts et al., 2007), and (b) 
preliminary research findings showing that teacher training was related to higher self-efficacy 
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(i.e., Kandaki & King, 2002; Newman-Carlson & Horne, 2004; Schultes et al., 2014; Sela-
Shayovitz, 2009).  The assumption for the hypothesis was that if positive school climate and 
effective policies reduced fears, then more training in these areas could potentially increase 
teachers’ self-efficacy in utilizing effective SV prevention and intervention strategies, shaping 
school climate, and advocating for effective policies thereby decreasing their perceived risk of 
victimization.   
The current study found that more training in SV was related to an increase in teacher 
perceived risk of victimization, contrary to the stated hypothesis that training would reduce 
perceived risk of victimization.  However, it should be noted that although training significantly 
contributed to the model above and beyond the other ecological factors, the effect size for 
training as a predictor was very small predicting only 5% to 7% of the increase in perceived risk 
of victimization, with the overall change in the model by adding training as a predictor only 
accounting for a 1% to 2% increase.   
Although the effect size is small the results merit further analysis because the relationship 
between training and perceived risk was in the opposite than expected direction.  Looking back 
to the general literature examining teacher perceived risk of victimization may assist in 
generating some hypotheses to explain the finding of a positive relationship between training and 
perceived risk in the current study examining in-service teachers.  For example, Williams and 
Corvo’s (2005) study examining the developmental experiences of teachers found that pre-
service teachers were more fearful of extreme instances of violence while in-service teachers 
were more fearful of lower levels of violence.  The researchers suggested that the experiences of 
in-service teachers witnessing lower levels of violence escalating into bigger problems may 
account for these developmental differences in perception between the two groups.  Similarly, 
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Bauman and Hurley’s (2005) study found that over confidence and lack of experience in early 
career teachers may lead them to under estimate and under recognize SV.  While K. Craig et al.’s 
(2011) study did not directly address perceived risk of victimization, their findings indicating 
that pre-service teachers with SV training had higher confidence in managing SV but also greater 
concern for the need for violence intervention compared to those without training might be of 
relevance to the findings discussed here.  Taken together with the findings of the current study, 
the research might support an argument that in-service teachers with more training and/or more 
experience may be more aware of the potential for violence compared to pre-service or early 
career teachers without such experiences.  Therefore, the relationship between training and 
perceived risk of victimization may involve an “ignorance is bliss” component due to teachers 
with less training and experience being less aware of the lower level risk factors that precipitate 
violence, and assuming that potential victimization is associated with rarer and more extreme 
forms of violence. 
Another possibility is that teachers with higher levels of perceived risk may seek out 
more training experiences related to SV.  It may be that teachers exposed to higher levels of SV 
feel a greater need to be prepared to respond to SV and seek out their own training.  Preliminary 
support for this idea might be provided by the data in the current study.  The correlational 
analyses show significant small to moderate positive relationships between self-sought training 
and exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, and experienced teacher victimization; 
while significant relationships were not indicated for the other types of training.  A significant 
small to moderate positive relationship was also shown between perceived risk and self-sought 
training.  Further research should address if teachers’ are seeking out training due to higher 
levels of perceived risk and exposure to SV.  
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Several ecological factors significantly contributed to the model as covariate predictors.  
Higher levels of exposure to SV, exposure to teacher victimization, experienced teacher 
victimization, and attrition predicted higher levels of perceived risk of victimization, while a 
higher match in pre-service and actual role expectations predicted lower levels of perceived risk 
of victimization.  Of note is that experienced teacher victimization had a larger effect size and 
higher level of significance compared to exposure to SV or exposure to teacher victimization, 
which suggests a stronger influence of personal victimization on perceived risk of future 
victimization.  The overall models predicted 50% to 55% of the variance in perceptions of risk of 
victimization suggesting that additional factors not included in the current study may contribute 
to the other 45% to 50% of the variance in individuals’ perceptions of risk of SV.    
These findings support the existing research on SV and perceived risk of victimization.  
For example, Roberts et al.’s (2007) research found that teachers who were victims of SV and 
frequently observed acts of SV had lower perceptions of safety at the schools they worked in, 
compared to other teachers who were not victims of violence or had not frequently observed 
incidences of violence.  S.D. McMahon et al. (2011) found that teachers reporting feeling unsafe 
in their schools was associated with higher rates of teachers reporting having experienced actual 
victimization.  Waasdorp, Pas, O’Brennan, and Bradshaw (2011) found that school staff who 
reported being victimized were less likely to report feeling safe, and were also less likely to 
report a sense of belonging at their schools.  The results of Wilson et al.’s (2011) study indicate 
that teachers who experienced any form of victimization at some point during their career were 
more likely to report being afraid at work.  Therefore, the results of the current study are 
consistent with the larger body of research on teachers and SV that experiences of victimization 
and exposure to SV are positively related to increased perceptions of risk of victimization. 
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Training and teacher levels of burnout.  The third hypothesis stated that teachers with 
more training in areas related to SV would have lower rates of burnout, as measured by the three 
dimensions of burnout: Teachers with more training would have (a) lower levels of emotional 
exhaustion, (b) lower levels of depersonalization, and (c) higher levels of personal 
accomplishment.  As stated in the literature review, there is very limited research on the 
influence of SV on teacher burnout.  However, some evidence exists that supports an association 
between SV and teacher burnout in samples of European teachers (i.e., Galand et al., 2007; 
Hastings & Baum, 2003; Mallet & Paty, 1999), while one dissertation study showed that direct 
and indirect exposure to SV resulted in increased rates of emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization in a sample of teachers in the United States (i.e., Buck, 2006).  The research on 
training and burnout related to SV was even scarcer with one study suggesting that training 
improved teachers’ emotional responses to student behavior and thereby decreased burnout (i.e., 
Mallet & Paty); another study published almost 30 years ago found that training in special 
education decreased burnout for teachers working with students who had emotional disabilities 
(i.e., Morgan & Reinhart, 1985).   
Teachers in the current sample did report variation in levels of burnout as measured by 
the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986).  The majority of teachers in the sample had moderate to high 
levels of emotional exhaustion, low levels of depersonalization, and high levels of personal 
accomplishment.  The results of the regression analyses in the current study indicated that 
training was a significant predictor for the personal accomplishment dimension of burnout, but 
not for the emotional exhaustion and depersonalization dimensions of burnout.  The results of the 
current study showed that more training predicted greater levels of personal accomplishment, 
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which is associated with lower levels of burnout.  It should be noted that the effect sizes, though 
significant, were small for training as a predictor and for the overall model.   
The finding that training only significantly predicted the personal accomplishment 
dimension of burnout could potentially be explained by several hypotheses.  First, the 
dimensions of burnout are separate constructs with distinct factor loadings on the MBI-ES 
(Maslach et al., 1986).  Of the three dimensions, personal accomplishment is most directly 
related to individuals’ perceptions of their ability to perform their jobs well.  The MBI-ES 
manual points out that the majority of teachers enter the profession to help students learn and 
grow, and that those who feel they are no longer contributing to this goal can experience great 
disappointment (Maslach et al., 1996).  Training may uniquely relate to the personal 
accomplishment dimension by providing teachers with additional resources to effectively help 
students at-risk of SV, as well as to avoid interpreting instances of victimization as personal 
failure, thereby increasing perceptions of ability to perform one’s job well.   
Second, training may serve to buffer the effect of emotional responses to SV on one’s 
perception of capability regarding job-related tasks through normalizing the experience and 
increasing awareness of susceptibility to work-related stress.  This in turn may protect against the 
development of low personal accomplishment as it is suggested that decreased personal 
accomplishment emerges last as individuals become aware of their current attitude towards their 
work and their clients, and begin to feel incompetent in their ability to perform job-related tasks 
(Boles et al.; Worley et al.).  Therefore, the relationship between training and the developmental 
trajectory of burnout may explain the unique relationships across burnout dimensions.   
Also, the topics provided for training in the current study were largely focused on SV 
with inclusion of a few topics related to teacher well-being.  It may be that training focused on 
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general coping skills may be more important for prevention of the emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization components of burnout.  As discussed in the literature review for the current 
study, McCarthy et al. (2009) found that individual teacher perceptions regarding available 
resources and demands of job may predict burnout.  Thus, investigating training experiences that 
assist in identifying internal and external resources for coping with job demands may provide 
different results.  Further research targeted at understanding these findings and relationships 
between different aspects of training across the dimensions of burnout is needed. 
The findings regarding relationships between the ecological covariates and burnout in the 
current study are also important to discuss.  The results suggest that the dimensions of burnout 
are uniquely predicted by a combination of the ecological variables measured in this study.  For 
example, a higher level of teacher experienced victimization was a significant predictor for both 
higher levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, but did not remain a robust 
predictor when impact of cultural differences was added to the depersonalization model.  A 
higher level of positive school climate was a significant predictor for lower levels of emotional 
exhaustion.  Higher matched role expectations significantly predicted lower levels of emotional 
exhaustion and depersonalization, and higher levels of personal accomplishment, but did not 
remain a robust predictor in the personal accomplishment model when impact of cultural 
differences was added.  Higher levels of impact of cultural differences predicted higher levels of 
depersonalization and lower levels of personal accomplishment.  Of note is that the data suggest 
that the development of each dimension of burnout may be predicted by the interaction of 
different environmental and individual factors, consistent with the ecological framework guiding 
this dissertation.   
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Also notable is the differentiation of victimization versus exposure to violence in the 
models.  Although the data from the regression analyses do not support exposure to SV or 
teacher victimization results in higher levels of burnout, the correlation results for the current 
study showed that (a) exposure to SV and teacher victimization were positively related to higher 
levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization; and (b) experienced teacher victimization 
was positively related to higher levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, and lower 
levels of personal accomplishment.  Higher effect sizes for relationships between experienced 
teacher victimization and burnout compared to other forms of exposure to violence were 
indicated, which may explain the differentiation of victimization as a predictor in the regression 
models.  Buck (2006) found that both direct and indirect exposure to violence resulted in higher 
rates of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization components of burnout in a sample of high 
school teachers in the United States.  While the findings of the current study support a 
relationship between both indirect (exposure) and direct (victimization) forms of violence with 
the emotional exhaustion and depersonalization dimensions of burnout consistent with Buck’s 
findings, a predictive directional relationship was only supported for teacher victimization 
resulting in increased emotional exhaustion and depersonalization within the context of multiple 
ecological factors.  More research is clearly needed to understand the relationships between SV 
and teacher burnout. 
 Limitations 
 There are several limitations concerning the methodology of the current study.  First and 
foremost are the limitations inherent in any research relying on a self-report instrument 
administered via the internet as the sole data collection method (Dillman et al, 2009).  In addition 
to sampling biases related to exclusion of potential participants without access to computer 
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technology, such limitations may include biased responses due to social desirability influences 
and tendencies for participants to partially complete the survey resulting in missing data 
(Dillman; Gall et al., 2007).  As indicated in the results section, there was significant missing 
data in the current study among the sample that initially started the survey, although participants 
included in the final sample had limited missing items due to the conservative missing data 
analysis procedure used.  However, the elimination of those participants who did not meet the 
criteria for study inclusion could possibly result in sample biases. 
 Another potential sample bias concerning methodology in the current study is related to 
the use of convenience sampling to recruit participants (Gall et al., 2007).  The survey invitation 
was primarily distributed through internet pages or emails associated with pre-existing 
distribution lists, social media pages, and websites of professional associations and educational 
institutions who agreed to forward or post the invitation upon contact by the primary 
investigator, as well as snow balling methods.  This method excluded teachers who were not 
members of the specific professional associations and institutions who agreed to forward the 
information or who do not have associations with members who could have forwarded the 
invitation to them.  This would include teachers who elected not to belong to any professional 
organization and may differ substantially in characteristics from the participants in the current 
sample.  Further, participants self-selected to begin and complete the survey questionnaire, 
resulting in the possibility that these individuals posses certain characteristics that differ from 
others who may have received the survey link and chose not to respond.  Therefore, the results of 
the current study have limited generalizability to other teacher populations.       
 The choice of survey questionnaires is another potential limitation in study methodology.  
While the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986) is a published survey with established validity, the 
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TEV was designed specifically for this research and has less established psychometric properties.  
While the TEV did undergo appropriate piloting procedures and shows initial satisfactory 
indicators of adequate reliability, the instrument was piloted using a relatively small sample of 
teachers.  Further validation of the tool is needed to establish consistent psychometric properties 
across samples.  
Also associated with the creation of the TEV are limitations concerning the Total 
Training scale.  The scale was created to survey if teachers were exposed to topics identified as 
important contributors to SV in the literature via non-experimental training.  However, the scale 
did not assess the specific content of the training outside of the topic descriptor, or the depth or 
quantity (i.e., one workshop versus a semester long course) of training.  Therefore, participants 
could have varying levels of quality and quantity of training among those who indicated the 
same amount of topics across types of training received.   
Additionally, a potential limitation concerning the TEV survey and methodology is the 
inclusion of open-ended survey items (Gall et al., 2007).  The use of content analysis lends itself 
to possible subjectivity and the exploratory nature of the investigation limited substantive 
conclusions gained from the results.  However, given the extremely limited research in this area 
such methodology allowed information to be gathered that might generate future research 
questions regarding the utility of training to assist teachers to cope with their experiences with 
SV. 
 There are also limitations related to the demographics and profile of the sample for the 
current study.  The overwhelming majority of participants in the current sample were Caucasian 
(90.0%) and female (78.6%).  While all geographic areas in the United States were represented 
in the sample, participants were not equally distributed across the areas, resulting in higher 
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representation in some areas compared to others.  Moreover, participants reported lower rates of 
minority children compared to Caucasian students in their schools of employment, with fewer 
than 10% reporting working in schools where 75% to 100% of the student population consisted 
of minority students.  Similarly, the majority of participants reported more cultural similarities 
than differences with their students resulting in fewer participants out of the total sample eligible 
to complete the Impact of Cultural Differences scale and the sample size for this scale to be 
under the desired number established via power analysis.  Therefore, the results of the current 
study may have limited generalizability to teachers who are not Caucasian and those working in 
buildings with a predominantly minority student population.  Moreover, the profile of the current 
sample suggested that the average participant in the current study did not work in school 
environments with chronic SV; therefore, the findings may not be generalizable to different 
profiles of teachers who may work in such school environments.          
Future Research 
 The existing research on teachers and SV is very limited.  The extant literature on the 
state of teacher training in SV, and the relationship of such training with teacher outcomes is 
even more scant.  Therefore, it is very important that future research continues to explore if 
teachers are receiving adequate training to prepare them to deal with SV, if this training is related 
to improved teacher outcomes, and how to develop training models that result in reduction of SV 
and teacher victimization.   
 To address the limitations outlined in the previous section, a suggestion for future 
research is to replicate one or more of the research questions addressed in the current study using 
a random stratified sampling procedure to ensure a more diverse sample of participants, even 
distribution of participants across the United States, and reduction of sample bias related to the 
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use of convenience sampling.  Further research should explore the role of demographic variables 
(i.e., gender, ethnicity, etc.) to determine if there are any differences in results based on such 
characteristics.  A sample with more diverse demographics and teacher profiles compared to the 
current study would be essential to such an investigation.   
Similar methodology should be used to address further validation of the TEV scale.  A 
recent publication by an APA Task Force member authored by Reddy (2014) reiterated that 
systematic collection and documentation efforts regarding violence against teachers continues to 
be needed, and re-stated a task force recommendation for research to address the “development 
and validation of a comprehensive teacher school safety assessment that informs local school 
decisions” (para. 8).  The TEV or select scales of the TEV could potentially be useful for such 
purposes as it not only assesses teachers’ experiences with exposure to violence and actual 
victimization experiences, but teachers’ perceptions related to their self-efficacy in dealing with 
SV, their perceived risk of victimization, perceptions of related ecological factors, and previous 
training experiences, as well as perceptions of needed training.  The TEV could be adapted to be 
used outside of a research context and in an applied context for schools to assess the unique 
needs of their staff in order to provide professional development and support services that could 
increase staff retention, reduce escalation of SV and teacher victimization, and positively 
contribute to school climate.  However, further validation and modification of the TEV is first 
needed.       
 Another future direction for research involves deepening our understanding regarding the 
state of teacher training in SV across the United States.  One way to address the limitation of the 
TEV to measure quality and quantity of training would be to measure training through surveying 
training programs rather than relying on the report of teachers.  Exploring course requirements 
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and curriculums of pre-service and graduate teacher education programs is one suggestion.  
Similarly, assessing each state’s requirements for training needed for certification and related 
legislation pertaining to teacher training is another potential area for research.  School districts 
could be surveyed regarding the professional development options offered for their staff in the 
area of SV and prevention of related burnout.  Research could also explore the relative popularity 
of teacher workshops on SV offered through surveying professional associations and other 
training providers.  Moreover, research exploring the effectiveness of different formats of 
training delivery (i.e., lecture presentations, videos of different scenarios, interactive technology 
such as video games, etc.) could be a direction of future investigations.  Altering methodology 
and target participants could possibly provide further details of the quality and quantity of 
training offered to teachers through different mediums.   
 The majority of teachers in the current study reported that their training had not prepared 
them for their most stressful SV experience and that they would like to receive additional 
training in SV.  Future research should seek to extend the exploration in the current study 
regarding teachers’ perceptions of training needs to identify which aspects of training are most 
important, useful, and time efficient for teachers.  Further research is also needed to establish if 
there are developmental needs for training pending teacher experience.  Additionally, research 
could address teachers’ perceived roles in SV prevention and intervention in their schools of 
employment, and what specific training has helped or is needed to effectively fill these roles.  
Identified themes from the exploratory data analysis in the current study could be expanded upon 
to develop more specific questions for teachers regarding their training experiences and needs.  
For example, a concern regarding intervening in physical violence was one theme that emerged 
in the current sample.  Research more specifically focusing on teachers’ thoughts, feelings, and 
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preparedness regarding intervening in physical violence could be useful to identify training 
needs.  Overall, much more research is generally needed to assess teacher training needs related 
to SV. 
 Last, future research should continue to focus on the influence of training and various 
ecological factors on the three teacher outcomes addressed in the current study: self-efficacy in 
dealing with SV, perceptions of risk of victimization, and teacher burnout.  Further research is 
needed to determine if other topics or aspects of training beyond those measured by the TEV in 
the current study are more salient for each specific outcome.  For example, additional training 
topics related to prevention of burnout could potentially provide different results than the 
findings of the current study.  Moreover, future research should explore if the inclusion of 
additional ecological factors not addressed in the current study could better explain prediction for 
each teacher outcome.  Ecological theory is broad and could potentially encompass many 
different variables that play an important role in the questions posed for the current investigation.  
Further research should look at which ecological factors are most relevant and important for 
influencing teachers’ potential outcomes related to SV.       
Conclusions 
 The problem of SV is one that affects many members of the school community.  Under 
ecological theory teachers both influence and are influenced by the cyclical trajectory of factors 
that increase or reduce risk for SV.  Recent research has shown that teachers are much more 
often victims of violence than previously recognized.  Therefore, teachers must be prepared with 
related training to prevent risk of SV and negative teacher outcomes.  This study was the first to 
address the state of non-experimental teacher training in SV, teachers’ perceptions of SV 
training, and the relationship between non-experimental SV training and teacher outcomes in an 
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ecological context among a sample of in-service teachers across the United States.   
Results of the current study support that the majority of teachers are affected by SV at 
some point in their careers, yet training experiences appear to be varied.  Despite this variation, 
teachers in the sample overwhelmingly reported that their previous training had not prepared 
them for their most stressful experience with SV and that they would like additional training.  
The results indicate preliminary support for a positive predictive relationship between non-
experimental training and teacher self-efficacy in dealing with SV, perceived risk of 
victimization, and the personal accomplishment dimension of burnout.  The implication of these 
findings is that efficient, useful, and accessible SV training models must be developed to address 
teachers’ needs in context.  Further research regarding teachers’ training needs is essential to 
developing such models.   
In today’s society, teachers are under increasing pressures related to curriculum 
development and student achievement.  Dealing with the potential for and effects of SV on top of 
these pressures related to instructional roles can compound the stressors teacher face.  Future 
research must seek to fill the gap in the overall literature on teachers and SV and identify other 
needed supports in addition to training.  Information from the current study could be useful for 
many audiences to include teacher training programs, school psychology training programs, 
school leadership training programs, school districts, private and public agencies, teachers, and 
other relevant school personnel.  For example, school psychologists could potentially play a 
prominent role in addressing the related training and support needs of teachers through both the 
provision of applied services and through generating future research in this area.  Given the 
amount of data and breadth of discussion in the current study, the results may be most useful in 
the context of what information is most relevant for each specific audience and by moving the 
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conversation forward within this context, as well as within an interdisciplinary discourse.  Each 
of these identified audiences is a stakeholder in education and should have a vested interest in 
fostering a dialogue around this issue.  Investing in adequate preparation and support for teachers 
related to SV now is very likely to lead to reductions in overall SV through increased 
identification of at-risk students, increased participation in effective prevention models, and 
improvements in overall school-climate in the long-term.          
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Appendix A 
Online Questionnaire
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*Note: This page continues online to include all 22 items of the MBI-ES; however, per the 
publisher’s copyright requirements only three sample items may be reprinted.   
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Appendix B 
Reliability Coefficients for Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) Survey Scales 
TEV Scale N No. of Items   
Risk 266 14 .89 .88 
Self-Efficacy 267 15 .94 .94 
Exposure to School 
Violence 
253 16 .92 .91 
Exposure to Teacher 
Victimization 
258 21 .93 .92 
 
 
Experienced Teacher 
Victimization 
249 26 .88 .86 
Attrition 272 10 .87 .85 
Total Training 246 31 .95 .95 
School Climate 265 21 .85 .84 
Role Expectations 279 5 .89 .88 
Cultural Difference 277 5 .75 .75 
Impact of Cultural 
Difference 
189 6 .82 .83 
Note.  N= Number of valid responses; Gutman’s Lambda; = alpha.  
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Appendix C 
Item Reliability for the Teacher Experience with Violence (TEV) Survey 
Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
Risk Scale  
I feel at risk of the following at the school I work at: 
1 Physical injury from direct intentional attacks by 
students 
.68 .87 
2 Physical injury from direct intentional attacks by 
parents 
.43 .88 
3 Physical injury due to proximity to students who 
display aggressive behavior, although aggression is not 
intended/directed towards me 
.71 .87 
 
4 Physical injury from a student with a disability .54 .87 
5 Disruptive and out of control behavior of students .67 .87 
6 Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by students .75 .86 
7 Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by parents .52 .88 
8 Direct verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by coworkers .37 .88 
9 Indirect verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by students 
(i.e. statements made in writing or on the internet) 
.63 .87 
10 Indirect verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by parents 
(i.e. statements made in writing or on the internet) 
.41 .87 
   (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
11 Indirect verbal assaults/intimidation/threats by 
coworkers (i.e. statements made in writing or on the 
internet) 
.32 .88 
12 Theft or destruction of personal property .57 .87 
13 Symbols of violence (i.e. gang symbols/paraphernalia) 
and school deterioration (i.e. graffiti) 
.55 .87 
14 Being a victim of a major violent attack against the 
school by a student or group of students 
.55 .87 
Self-Efficacy Scale  
How confident do you feel in your abilities to respond effectively to the following situations: 
1 Aggressive behavior of individual students .70 .93 
2 Aggressive behavior of parents .71 .93 
3 Physical altercations between students .71 .93 
4 Behaviors of students with disabilities that sometimes 
result in injury 
.65 .94 
5 A disruptive and rowdy class of students .64 .94 
6 Direct verbal assaults or threats directed towards you 
from students 
.83 .93 
7 Direct verbal assaults or threats directed towards you 
from parents 
.72 .93 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
8 Direct verbal assaults or threats directed towards you 
from coworkers 
.63 .94 
9 Indirect verbal assaults or threats directed towards you 
via writing or the internet from students  
.74 .93 
10 Indirect verbal assaults or threats directed towards you 
via writing or the internet from parents  
.71 .93 
  11 Indirect verbal assaults or threats directed towards you 
via writing or the internet from coworkers  
.63 .94 
12 Having your personal property destroyed or stolen .67 .94 
13 A student who is vandalizing the building .71 .93 
14 Verbal altercations between students .74 .93 
15 A school wide crisis of a violent nature .57 .94 
Exposure to School Violence Scale  
I know of or have witnessed the following incidents in my current school: 
1 A student assaulting another student with a weapon .53 .90 
2 A student was murdered or killed on school property* .08 .91 
3 A student was physically attached by another student 
and sustained injuries severe enough to require medical 
attention 
.70 .89 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
4 A student was physically attacked by another student, 
but did not sustain injuries severe enough to require 
medical attention 
.73 .89 
5 A student was physically attacked or jumped by a 
group of students 
.65 .89 
6 A student engaged in aggressive behavior in class and 
posed a risk of harm to others 
.61 .90 
7 Classroom riots have occurred (defined as a level of 
disruption by multiple students where there is no 
control of the classroom and a risk of injury to the 
teacher and/or students may or may not be present) 
.35 .90 
8 A student verbally threatened another student directly 
with physical harm 
.72 .89 
9 A student threatened to kill another student .55 .90 
10 A student threatened another student with physical 
harm indirectly (i.e. in writing, via the internet, etc.) 
.70 .89 
11 General school property was destroyed, vandalized, or 
stolen 
.64 .89 
12 Drugs were sold on school grounds .59 .90 
13 Drugs and/or alcohol were used on school grounds .64 .90 
14 Gang activity occurred on school grounds .60 .90 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
15 A student brought a weapon to school .63 .90 
16 Multiple people were injured on school grounds due to 
a planned violent attack on the school 
.30 .90 
Exposure to Teacher Victimization Scale  
I know of or have witnessed the following incidents in my current school: 
1 A student assaulting a teacher with a weapon .46 .92 
2 A teacher or a staff member was murdered or killed on 
school property* 
.09 .92 
3 A teacher was physically attacked by a student and 
sustained injuries severe enough to require medical 
attention 
.61 .91 
4 A teacher was physically attacked by a student, but did 
not sustain injuries severe enough to require medical 
attention 
.65 .91 
5 A teacher was physically attacked or jumped by a 
group of students* 
.29 .92 
6 A parent physically assaulted a teacher .42 .91 
7 A teacher was hurt unintentionally due to fighting 
between students 
.70 .91 
8 A teacher was physically hurt unintentionally by a 
student during a behavioral outburst 
.70 .91 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
9 A student  verbally threatened a teacher directly with 
physical harm 
.74 .91 
10 A parent  verbally threatened a teacher directly with 
physical harm 
.60 .91 
11 A student verbally intimidated a teacher with threats to 
his or her job 
.73 .91 
12 A parent verbally intimidated a teacher with threats to 
his or her job 
.69 .91 
13 A student threatened to kill a teacher .56 .91 
14 Students made disrespectful or inappropriate remarks to 
teachers (i.e. cursed, yelled, made inappropriate sexual 
comments) 
.54 .91 
15 Teachers threatened by administrators and/or other 
teachers not to report misconduct of students 
.52 .91 
16 Teachers threatened by administrators and/or other 
teachers not to report misconduct of staff 
.45 .91 
17 A student threatened a teacher with physical harm 
indirectly (i.e. in writing, via the internet, etc.) 
.62 .91 
18 Students spread hurtful rumors about teachers .54 .91 
19 Teachers spread hurtful rumors about other teachers .46 .92 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
20 A teacher’s personal property was destroyed or 
vandalized 
.66 .91 
21 A teacher had something of value stolen from him or 
her 
.61 .91 
Experienced Teacher Victimization Scale  
I have personally been the victim of the following incidents at my current school: 
1 A student assaulted me with a weapon .32 .86 
2 I was physically attacked by a student a sustained 
injuries requiring medical attention 
.34 .86 
3 I was physically attacked by a student, but did not 
sustain injuries severe enough to require medical 
attention 
.34 .86 
4 I  was physically attacked or jumped by a group of 
students* 
.17 .86 
5 A parent physically assaulted me* .12 .86 
6 A student in my classroom had engaged in explosive 
behavior in class posing a risk of harm to others 
.63 .85 
7 I  was hurt unintentionally due to fighting between 
students 
.37 .86 
8 I was physically hurt unintentionally by a general 
education student during a behavioral outburst 
.39 .86 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
9 I was physically hurt unintentionally by a student 
classified with a disability during a behavioral 
outburst* 
.27 .86 
10 There was a riot in my classroom (defined as a level of 
disruption by multiple students where there is no 
control of the classroom) 
.31 .86 
11 Students have disregarded my rules leading to 
disorganization of the classroom 
.45 .86 
12 A student  verbally threatened me directly with 
physical harm 
.71 .85 
13 A parent  verbally threatened me directly with physical 
harm 
.40 .86 
14 A student verbally intimidated me with threats to my 
job 
.65 .85 
15 A parent verbally intimidated me with threats to my job .57 .85 
16 A student threatened to kill me .46 .86 
17 Students have made disrespectful or inappropriate 
remarks to me (i.e. cursed, yelled, made inappropriate 
sexual comments) 
.56 .85 
18 I have been threatened by administrators and/or other 
teachers not to report misconduct of students 
.44 .86 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
19 I have been threatened by administrators and/or other 
teachers not to report misconduct of staff 
.37 .86 
20 A student threatened me with physical harm indirectly 
(i.e. in writing, via the internet, etc.) 
.55 .85 
21 Students have spread hurtful rumors about me .46 .86 
22 Teachers spread hurtful rumors about me .41 .86 
  23 My personal property was destroyed or vandalized .56 .85 
24 I  had something of value stolen from me .44 .86 
25 I have been physically attacked or threatened by gang 
activity in the school 
.35 .86 
26 I was one of multiple people injured on school grounds 
due to a planned violent attack on the school 
.17 .86 
Attrition Scale  
Please indicate whether the following statements are true: 
1 I have left previous teaching jobs due to violence 
within schools 
.55 .84 
2 I have left previous teaching jobs due to being 
victimized within schools 
.59 .83 
3 I have left previous teaching jobs due to violence in 
surrounding communities 
.47 .84 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
4 I have left previous teaching jobs due to being 
victimized in surrounding communities 
.35 .85 
5 I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to violence within my current 
school 
.68 .82 
6 I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to being victimized within in my 
current school 
.57 .83 
7 I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to violence in the community 
surrounding my current school 
.54 .84 
8 I have considered seeking a teaching position in a 
different school due to being victimized in the 
community surrounding my current school 
.42 .85 
9 I have considered leaving the field of teaching due to 
my experiences with school violence 
.73 .82 
10 I have considered leaving the field of teaching due to 
the risk of being a victim of school violence 
.63 .83 
(continued) 
 
 
 
304 
 
 
 
  
3
0
4
 
 
Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
Total Training Scale 
I have received training in the following areas: 
1 Advocating for teacher rights regarding safety and 
well-being to administration 
.48 .95 
2 Management of stress associated with occupation .57 .95 
3 Developing assertiveness skills .51 .95 
4 Identifying sources of support when needed regarding 
work related issues 
.55 .95 
5 Safety training .60 .95 
6 Identifying potentially violent students .61 .95 
7 Working with Special Education students/students with 
disabilities  
.61 .95 
8 Special Education law pertaining to suspension and 
expulsion of students who may exhibit aggressive 
behavior as a symptom of their disability 
.54 .95 
9 Issues relevant to students of low socioeconomic 
background 
.62 .95 
10 Issues relevant to students exposed to community 
violence  
.58 .95 
11 Issues relevant to culturally and/or linguistically 
diverse students 
.62 .95 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
12 Teaching students who engage in delinquent and/or 
criminal behavior 
.63 .95 
13 Intervening in instances of school violence .64 .95 
14 Conflict resolution strategies to be used in personal 
interactions with students 
.74 .95 
15 Violence prevention models .68 .95 
16 Effectiveness of zero tolerance policies .59 .95 
17 Crisis intervention in schools .64 .95 
18 Crisis preparedness in schools .58 .95 
19 General information and/or current state of research on 
bullying 
.57 .95 
20 General information and/or current state of research on 
gangs in schools 
.61 .95 
21 General information and/or current state of research on 
extreme instances of school violence (i.e. acts of mass 
violence in schools) 
.55 .95 
22 General information and/or current state of research on 
hate motivated violence 
.51 .95 
23 Classroom management techniques .60 .95 
24 Behavior management strategies for individual students .71 .95 
25 School wide positive behavioral support programs .66 .95 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
26 Cultural diversity .64 .95 
27 Cross cultural communication strategies .61 .95 
28 Importance of positive school climate (defined as 
norms/culture within the school that promotes positive 
relationships among school members and reinforces 
pro-social behaviors) 
.65 .95 
29 Communication with families .70 .95 
30 Community outreach .68 .95 
  31 Dealing with potentially angry or violent parents .50 .95 
School Climate Scale  
Please indicate whether or not the following exist in the school you currently work in: 
1 A school wide violence prevention model .44 .84 
2 A threat assessment model (i.e. a response to incidents 
that seeks to determine if a student poses a threat rather 
than if a student made a threat before deciding how the 
incident will be addressed) 
.50 .83 
3 A problem solving approach to conflict and/or incidents .52 .83 
4 A school wide reward system for pro-social student 
behavior  
.30 .85 
5 Professional development provided by the school for 
teachers on various topics 
.32 .84 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
6 Established specific interventions for violence .59 .83 
7 Zero tolerance policies .33 .84 
8 Established crisis plans .37 .84 
9 Effective school policies regarding violence .64 .83 
10 Established strong partnerships with parents .45 .84 
11 Supportive leadership/administration in regards to staff .58 .83 
12 Supportive leadership/administration in regards to 
students 
.57 .83 
13 Collaborative and supportive relationships among staff 
members 
.49 .83 
14 Ties between the school and community .33 .84 
15 Staff quickly responds to instances of aggression, 
bullying, etc. 
.50 .83 
16 Supportive and collaborative relationships between 
students and teachers with shared common goals and 
norms 
.53 .83 
17 All areas of the school are closely monitored (i.e. 
bathrooms, stairwells, etc.) 
.46 .84 
18 Clear and consistent boundaries between staff and 
students in the school 
.52 .83 
19 Presence of police on campus* .10 .85 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
20 Presence of metal detectors* .10 .85 
21 Peer mediation for students* .21 .85 
Role Expectations Scale  
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: 
1 My work as a teacher is generally what I envisioned it 
would be when I entered the profession 
.65 .87 
2 The amount of time I spend dealing with behavior 
issues in the classroom is generally what I expected 
.66 .87 
3 This is the type of setting I envisioned myself working 
in when I set out to be a teacher 
.82 .83 
4 These are the type of students I envisioned myself 
working with when I set out to be a teacher 
.80 .84 
5 This is the type of community I envisioned myself 
working in when I entered the teaching profession 
.67 .87 
Cultural Difference Scale  
Please indicate if you feel there are strong differences between you and the majority of your 
students in terms of the following factors: 
1 Culture (norms, values, and beliefs) .53 .69 
2 Race .65 .64 
3 Language .57 .68 
4 Socioeconomic status .48 .71 
  (continued) 
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Items by TEV Scale CI-CT  ID 
5 Religion .33 .76 
Impact of Cultural Difference Scale  
If you answered yes to any of the factors in the previous question [cultural difference], please 
indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: 
1 I feel that such differences make it difficult for my 
students to trust me 
.60 .80 
2 I feel that such differences sometimes leads me to 
misinterpret my students’ behaviors 
.60 .80 
3 I feel that such differences makes it difficult to 
communicate with my students 
.64 .79 
4 I feel that such differences makes it difficult to 
communicate with my students’ families 
.56 .81 
5 I feel that such differences makes it difficult to relate to 
the life experiences of my students 
.56 .81 
6 I feel that such differences leads my students to feel 
that I do not understand them 
.67 .79 
Note.  CI-IT= Corrected Item-Total Correlation Values; ID= Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted 
Value. 
*Indicates items with Corrected Item-Total Correlations <.3. 
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Appendix D 
Recruitment Email/Online Posting 
 
My name is Kristi Geissler and I am a student in the Educational Psychology Ph.D. Program at 
The Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and Principal Investigator of 
this project, entitled “The relationship between teacher training, perceptions of school violence, 
and burnout.”  This is a research study exploring how training experiences influence teachers’ 
thoughts and feelings regarding school violence and burnout.  I would like permission to learn 
about your experiences, and would like to invite you to fill out a survey questionnaire.  If you are 
currently employed as a teacher, are at least 21 years old, and are interested in participating, 
please click on the link below and follow the instructions to the survey.  Individuals eligible to 
complete the survey can opt to enter a raffle drawing for one of five $200 Amazon.com gift 
certificates if they so choose to disclose their email address to claim the prize.  Please see the 
survey link below for a full explanation of raffle regulations on the final page of the survey.  
Submission of the completed survey or response to any item is not necessary to access this 
information in the link or for participation in the raffle. 
 
The questionnaire should take approximately 15-30 minutes. The survey will be anonymous and 
all data will be encrypted.  Additionally, IP addresses will be masked, thereby protecting your 
identity from others and myself.  Only my advisors and I will view survey responses.  All 
information gathered will be kept strictly confidential, and will be stored in a locked file cabinet 
or password protected computer, to which only my advisors and I will have access to.  At any 
time you can refuse to answer any questions or end your participation.  You may also exit the 
survey and return at a later time to complete at your convenience.  Please feel free to forward this 
email invitation to other K-12 teachers to offer the opportunity to participate in this study. 
 
Please click here to go to the survey: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/tevsurvey2013  
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Appendix E 
G*Power 3 Plot 
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Appendix F 
Results for Participants Reporting Receiving Training across Types of Training 
Training Topic Pre-
Service 
Employer 
PD 
Self-
Sought 
Mandatory 
Certification 
 n % n % n % n % 
Advocating for teacher rights regarding 
safety and well-being to administration 
25 8.9 29 10.3 46 16.4 3 1.1 
Management of stress associated with 
occupation 
32 11.4 35 12.5 57 20.3 2 0.7 
Developing assertiveness skills
a 
32 11.4 30 10.7 54 19.2 2 0.7 
Identifying sources of support when 
needed regarding work related issues
b 
44 15.7 61 21.7 55 19.6 4 1.4 
Safety training
a 
34 12.1 143 50.9 31 11.0 33 11.7 
Identifying potentially violent students
c 
23 8.2 67 23.8 36 12.8 11 3.9 
Working with special education 
students/students with disabilities 
127 45.2 134 47.7 80 28.5 52 18.5 
Special education law pertaining to 
suspension and expulsion of students who 
may exhibit aggressive behavior as a 
symptom of their disability 
64 22.8 77 27.4 54 19.2 35 12.5 
Issues relevant to students of low 
socioeconomic background 
70 24.9 101 35.9 90 32.0 12 4.3 
      (continued) 
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Training Topic Pre-
Service 
Employer 
PD 
Self-
Sought 
Mandatory 
Certification 
 n % n % n % n % 
Issues relevant to students exposed to 
community violence
b 
35 12.5 46 16.4 53 18.9 3 1.1 
Issues relevant to culturally and/or 
linguistically diverse students 
90 32.0 103 36.7 81 28.8 22 7.8 
Teaching students who engage in 
delinquent and/or criminal behavior
b 
26 9.3 41 14.6 54 19.2 8 2.8 
Intervening in instances of school 
violence
b 
22 7.8 86 30.6 37 13.2 13 4.6 
Conflict resolution strategies to be used in 
personal interactions with students 
58 20.6 108 38.4 81 28.8 20 7.1 
Violence prevention models
a
  24 8.5 65 23.1 34 12.1 17 6.0 
Effectiveness of zero tolerance policies
b 
21 7.5 46 16.4 25 8.9 6 2.1 
Crisis intervention in schools
c 
21 7.5 108 38.4 29 10.3 17 6.0 
Crisis preparedness in schools 23 8.2 147 52.3 28 10.0 16 5.7 
General information and/or current state of 
research on bullying
c 
41 14.6 152 54.1 65 23.1 19 6.8 
General information and/or current state of 
research on gangs in schools 
22 7.8 63 22.4 40 14.2 6 2.1 
         
       (continued) 
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Training Topic Pre-
Service 
Employer 
PD 
Self-
Sought 
Mandatory 
Certification 
 n % n % n % n % 
General information and/or current state of 
research on extreme instances of school 
violence (i.e. acts of mass violence in 
schools)
c 
10 3.6 46 16.4 34 12.1 3 1.1 
General information and/or current state of 
research on hate motivated violence
b 
11 3.9 30 10.7 34 12.1 1 0.4 
Classroom management techniques
a 
168 59.8 156 55.5 146 52.0 52 18.5 
Behavior management strategies for 
individual students
b 
122 43.4 147 52.3 120 42.7 39 13.9 
School wide positive behavioral support 
programs
a 
43 15.3 147 52.3 50 17.8 16 5.7 
Cultural diversity
c 
115 40.9 121 43.1 92 32.7 27 9.6 
Cross cultural communication strategies
c 
78 27.8 77 27.4 71 25.3 19 6.8 
Importance of positive school climate
a
 81 28.8 140 49.8 71 25.3 23 8.2 
Communication with families 96 34.2 107 38.1 86 30.6 20 7.1 
Community outreach
a 
59 21.0 76 27.0 63 22.4 9 3.2 
Dealing with potentially angry or violent 
parents
b 
28 10.0 29 10.3 48 17.1 6 2.1 
Note.  Percentages based on final sample of n=281. 
a
Two participants did not answer item. 
b
One 
participant did not answer item. 
c
Three participants did not answer item. 
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